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Ms. Suther & Ms. Bailey: |

I have rev1ewed the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoratlon Proj ect Draft EIS and have a
number of comments regarding the document. The Silvies Watershed is in the
boundariés of the former Malheur Reservation and is not just an area “traditionally” used
by the Burns Paiute. I am concerned that the tribe’s occupation and use of this area is
minimized. This region is of significant interest and importance to tribal members.

* Burns Paiute tribal members have lived in this region for 1000’s of years. The Burns

Paiute Tribe has interest in the Silvies River system. Oral histories and visits to the
region have produced a great deal of knowledge related to current and past use by tribal

- members. Documentation of tribal history through oral documentation is part of a larger

BPT cultural research focus of documentmg, preserving and maintaining tribal culture. It
is 1mportant for the Forest Service to recognize the Burns Paiute use of the area — they are
the pnmary Indian users of the SllVles watershed ' : :

The Tribe has used thls region since their occupatlon of the northern Great Basin. Tnbal \
members have and still use this area for hunting, fishing, gathering, and religious
purposes. Many activities that were thought to no longer occur are still practiced by
tribal families, such as traditional religious ceremonies.  Gathering of plants for food,
medicine and art is flourishing. Hunting for a variety of mammals is an important
subsistence actmty for tribal members. Fishing, with a current focus on trout, is

\\

, conducted spnng through fall of every year

There is a rich history ahve in this reglon People tell stories related toa vanety

~of topics, including friendly contact with other Tribes, battles with the US Army and

other Tribes, travel throughout their abongmal area, and trade relations.

- The Malheur Reservation boundaries are doeumented as -
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- Beginning at the mouth of the North Fork of the Malheur River;
~ thence up said North F ork, including the waters thereof, to Castle
. “Rock; thence ina northwesterly direct to Strawberry Butte; thence
. toSeda Spnng, on the Canyon City and Camp Harney Road;
- -thence down Silvies River to Malheur Lake; thence east to the
" South Fork of the Malheur River; thence down said South Fork,
- including the waters thereof, to the place of beginning (to be
known as Malheur Reservation), including all lands within said -
boundanes excepting so much thereof as may have been granted
for military or wagon—road purposes (Indian Claims Commission
'1950), |

The Burns Paiute received reparation for the loss of the Malheur Reservation after the
- Indian Claims Commission upheld the boundaries of the reservation and recognized tribal
losses. :

Tribal members indicate that their people have always been in this region. They learned
to survive in the High Desert by moving from resource to resource as needed. Families
or small groups would travel — occasionally meeting other families. Large winter camps
developed in protected areas close to water, such as lakes, hot springs or rivers. The 4
activities people did in the past continue to be reflected in historic and current actions. g
Tribal members still hunt, fish and gather as their ancestors did. This is an important part \ 2
of the culture of the Silvies watershed and more description of tribal use needs to be

. included in the document.

One of the earliest descriptions of Indians in southeastern Oregon is in the journal of

Peter Ogden (Ogden 1909-1910). Ogden described “Snake” Indians hvmg in the area of

Malheur Lake. The “Snake” Indians are now considered to have been Northern Paiute
 people — the ancéstors of the people living on the Burns Paiute Reservation.

As settlers started moving into the area, the Indians were forced to approach the
newcomers. Settlers arrived with farm and ranch animals that would eat foods normally
gathered by the Indians, such as native grasses. The settlers did not recognize the native
grasses as a human food source. The situation became serious for the Indians when

- important food sources were no longer available to them. Also, settlers often did not
allow the Indians access to traditional food sources on lands they had homesteaded — a
‘practice that continues today (BPT Elder, Age 65). The lack of food led the Indians to
fight with the settlers. The settlers complained to Washington, DC about the “Indian
problem”. The US Army was sent to intervene on behalf of the settlers. Fort Harney was
developed to control the Indians in this region. The Indians continued ﬁghtmg with the
settlers. : ,

In 1868 J. W. Huntington, Superintendent of Indian Affairs in Oregon, held a meeting
with representatives of the different “Snake” Indians at Fort Harney. A treaty was
R developed and signed by seven tribal representatives (We-You-We-Wa, Gsha-Nee, E-He- ,
v \/ Gant, Po-Nee, Chow-Wat-Na-Nee, Ow-Its, and Tash-E-Go) (Indian Claims Commission
= 1950). The treaty indicated that a reservation would be developed and set asideto
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provide for the “Snake™ Indians. This treaty was not ratified by Congress. The primary
purpase for developing this treaty was to end the continued attacks between settlers and
Indians in southeastern Oregon.

“On September 4, 1872 the Commissioner of Indian Affairs wrote the following
letter to the Secretary of the Interior:

Sir: 1 have the honor to inclose herewith a report, dated the 22™ ultimo (and
accompanying map), received from T. B. Odeneal, Esq., superintendent Indian
affairs for Oregon, reciting the action taken by him relative to the establishment of
4 proposed reservation on the headwaters of Malheur River, in that State, for the
Snake or Piute Indians, under instructions contained in letter to him from this
office, dated the 6® of July last.. .,

Heginning at the mouth of the North Fork of the Malheur River: thence up said
North Fork, including the waters thereof, to Castle Rock: thence in a
northwesterly direction to Strawberry Butte; thence to Soda Spring, on the
Canyon City and Camp Harney Road, thence down Silvies River to Malheur
Lake; thence east to the South Fork of the Malheur River; thence down said South
Fork, including the waters thereof, to the place of beginning (to be known as
Malheur Reservation), including all lands within said boundaries, excepting so
much thereof as may have been granted for military or wagon-road purposes.

[ respectfully recommend that the tract of country embraced within the foregoing
limits be set apart and reserved as an Indian reservation, and that the President be
requested to issue an Executive order accordingly. ... "(Indian Claims Commission
1950,

The Executive Order was signed by the President on September 12, 1872, By February
|878, 846 Indians were living on the Malheur Reservation including 759 Paiute and 87
Shoshone Indians (Indian Claims Commission 1950).

Inbal ancestors were encouraged to abandon traditional practices and to become farmers
and ranchers (BPT Members, Age 52, 65, and 85). Many of the Indians made an effort 1o
accommodate the US Army and started farming. Many cooperated with the federal
government’s plans and made friends with the first Indian Agent assigned 1o the Malheur
Reservation. Buildings at the site were constructed including a saw mill, mess house,
commissary, and Agency office or headquarters. The saw mil] produced the lumber for
the agency buildings.

When a new agent, Rinehart, came and replaced Parrish, the relationship with the Indians
soured rapidly. Rinehart had promised to pay the Indians cash for the work they did, but
instead gave them second hand goods, which Egan, a tribal leader, and others took it as
an insult. Egan had a number of meetings with Rinehart who refused to submit to the
demands, Settlers began encroaching on reservation lands (Burns Paiute Elders Age 81,
79, 56 and Duck Valley Tribal Members, oral communication, 1999), The cattle ranches


James Kelly



5/

and. farms mentioned in the EIS (p. 3-57) as encroachlng on trad1t10nal land of the

-Wadatika were people settmg up homes and ranches on the tribal reservation.

The Indlans on the reservation became mcreasmgly dissatisfied with their sltuation. The
Bannocks afrived in the area of Agency Valley and were on the verge of starvation which
inspired people from the Malheur Reservation to protest their situation (BPT Elder, Age
81). Many of the Paiutes left the Malheur Reservation to live off the land as they had
always done. The Bannocks found willing allies in their decision to fight the settlement
of their land, which started the Bannock War. Many of the young people an the
reservation felt that they should support the Bannock people. Older Paiute people tried to

- convince them not to go to war (BPT Elder, Age 65). In June 1878 the Bannock War

began and a majority of the Indians living on the Malheur Reservation left to Jom the
war. Some tribal families chose not.to ﬁght and stayed behind.

The Malheur Reservatlon was used by the US Army during the Bannock War which
includes the Silvies watershed. The Indians associated with the Malheur Reservation

- were taken by the US Army to the Yakima Reservation (BPT Common Knowledge and

Soucie 1972).” Executive Orders in 1882, 1883, and 1889 opened the Malheur
Reservation to public domain (Indian Claims Commxssmn 1950). The reservation was
opened to public domain because Indians no longer lived on the land.

Some tribal members ’nlanaged to escape from the Yakima Reservation by swimming or

* hanging onto horses to cross the Columbia River.. The ones that survived made their way

back to the city of Burns. They were afraid to return to the Malheur Reservatlon due to
anti-Indian sentnnents , : . , _

Representatives from the descendants of the Malheur Reservation sued the US
Government for the wrongful taking of the reservation in 1950 for $3,500,000.- Their

first case in front of the Claims Commission was turned down, but later overturned by a

federal court. The next time the Claims Commission reviewed the case they found in
favor of the Tribe. A 1959 Claims Commission report indicates that the acreage under
consideration for value and payment to the Tribe is 1,449,304.77 after land was taken

away for wagon road grants and Indian allotments (7 Ind.C1.Com 526:p.527). “The

subject tract is located largely in what is now Harney County in southeastern Oregon.

The tract also extends on its eastern border some twelve miles into Malheur County and
on its northern boundary an area in the shape of a triangle extends about nineteen miles
north into Grant County with its northernmost tip at Strawberry Butte in the Blue
Mountains. Approximately 75 percent of the tract lies within Harney County and the
balance is about equally divided between Grant and Malheur Counties. The tract extends
in its greatest dimensions east and west about 60 miles, and north and south ’
approximately 65 miles” (7 Ind. Cl. Com. 526:p.527). The Tribe was reimbursed for the
wrongful taking of the Malheur Reservation at 1880 prices. The land was valued low
because tiniber had not yet become the valuable commodity it is today '
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Plants are actively gathered in the Silvies system by women, men and children. The list
\,?) includes, but is not limited to: dogbane, sagebrush, rabbit brush, red osier dogwood,
juniper, bitterroot, biscuit root, quakmg aspen, chokecherry, grey wﬂlow coyote willow,
- camas, mountain Mahogany and cattail .

One of the pnmary uses of plant materials is for food. ‘The best known plants are the
roots, such as bitterroot and biscuitroot. These root crops are gathered in the sprlng and .

~ summer for use throughout the year using a digging stick. They primarily grow in scabby
rocky areas. The roots are eaten fresh or dried for storage. Root gathering is labor

~ intensive. After digging up roots the people take them home to prepare or work on them
at their campsite. The outer part of the root is stripped off. Then, the roots are hung up
in muslin or laid out to dry, or they are frozen. Traditionally, tribal members would
either grind them for flour or boil them. Today, people generally boil the roots for
consumption. Almost every tribal family gathers roots.. People are willing to travel an
hour or two to get to a good gathering spot. Roots are used for daily and ceremonial use.
Examples of use include the monthly Elders Meeting, funeral dinners, Reservation Day,
and Armual Elders Gatherlng Roots are an 1mportant part of any traditional menu.

The Burns Paiute Tribal members are actively gathermg chokechernes throughout the
area. Chokecherries are an important traditional food that is served at a variety of
~ occasions. They are served at large gatherings/meetings, such as the Burns Paiute
Reservation Day celebration. Tribal members of all ages consume chokecherry pudding,
e which is made out of chokecherries. There is also a bedrock mortar nearby the
i chokecherry site, which indicates that tribal members have been processing plant
products in thrs area for a long trme :

The last major category of plants is for art and ut111ty People use a variety of plants to
construct dreamcatchers, cradleboards, dolls, baskets, mats, twine, and duck decoys. -
These items are used both for personal and commercial purposes. The master artists with
-~ the Tribe are the older members. They have been actively teachlng their art to younger
trxbal members so there is a resurgence in tradltlonal arts. :

Cradleboards made of willow, have always been made by tribal members for carrying’
and protecting babies. In the past, all babies would have at least one cradleboard. Today,
the majority of babies still have a cradleboard. Sometimes the cradleboards are handed
down in families and used again. Larger cradleboards may be made for babies to
accommodate their growth. WlllOW along with red osier dogwood are collected along
riparian areas. , . .

Fishing is actlvely done by trlbal members of both sexes and all ages. Fish have always
been an important resource for tribal members. On a number of times during fieldtrips |- 4
and interviews tribal staff ended up taking people fishing. This proved valuable - '
because it got some of the tribal men involved in the recording of tribal history. Today,
the only available native fish is redband trout As stated before, people fish spnng

: through fall. ‘ : :
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, Many tribal famﬂles actlvely hunt in ‘H

and Grant counties, Oregon They hunt for |
elk, deer, antelope groundhog (yellow. belhed marmot), rabbit, ducks and geese. These l,b{

' are all traditional food sources for the Tribe and are eaten throughout the year. Many
“tribal members still tan hides by brain tanmng The hldes are used in the construction of

~ important uses of the Silvies Watershed (3-5). Every tribal family uses this region for

traditional cultural practices may be limited. Many of the people on the reservation that

clothing, saddles and Jewelry

The pomt of this dlscussxon is that this area is 1mportant to the Burns Paiute Tribe. In the

| Affected Geographic Area (3-24) the Burns Paiute Reservation and land in Logan Valley

needs to be discussed. Plant gathering, hunting and fishing by tribal members are

cultural purposes. Careful consideration needs to occur if roads are closed in the Silvies | |- (¢
Watershed. Many tribal members gather plants in this area and I am concerned that their.

are the master artists are elders and have limited mobility. These individuals need to be-
able to get to cultural plant and other sites in this region. Spraying of noxious weeds

| need to be carefully coordinated with the Tribe to avoid important cultural plant sites

being 1mpacted and/or destroyed. Little research has occurred that shows the impact of
weed spraying on cultural plants. Also, the “Native American burning” in the Silvies ',g
Watershed was by Northern Paiute people and ancestors of the Burns Paiute Tribe.

have turned over the EIS to the tribal Fisheries and Wildlife Department, so you may
receiVe comments from another staff person. ,

' Slncerely,

B Lmdalm

Cultural Resouzce Manager '
541-573-2088 ext.244

oc:  Tribal Council
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Appendix D

Gathering of food and non-food items is recognized as very important to the Burns Paiute Tribe. The
supplemental DEIS discusses this and attempts to analyze potential effects on and relative benefits to: road
access, forest restoration and sustainability of resources, fuelwood availability, and potential for employment.
See SDEIS, pages 2-3 through 2-5, 2-11, 2-14, 2-16, 3-4 through 3-7, 3-14 and 3-15. See also the FEIS chapters
3 and 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and
Effects (June 1, 2003).

This has been addressed in the SDEIS and the FEIS. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration
Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

This was not identified as an issue during scoping, so the effects on these species were not analyzed in the
DEIS. The FEIS chapter 4 describes the effects to many of these species. Most root crops like bitterroot,
biscuit root and camas occupy areas that are generally unaffected by the activities we are proposing. Proposed
activities were also designed to move vegetation towards its historic range of variability.

Since these are all species that developed in a fire environment, prescribed fire should have limited effects on
them. The most common effect would be to kill the older growth in the perennial plants and regenerate
younger plants. Also, since prescribed fire would occur in a mosaic pattern, there should be limited effects on
species. Since the majority of the prescribed burning is to be done in the spring, there should be little effect on
riparian vegetation; riparian areas are usually too wet to burn in the spring.

Cutting juniper should reduce the amount of juniper in the project area, but compared to the total amount of
juniper in the watershed, there would be little effect. There are still numerous stands of juniper throughout the
watershed that are not being treated.

Manual vegetation management activities would occur in all seasons, over several years, and throughout the
watershed. There would be no effects on riparian vegetation since INFISH buffers would be adhered to.

Proposed management activities, including reintroduction of fire, should increase big game habitat (big game
populations are managed by Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife). Forage for big game would be
enhanced while thermal and hiding cover may be reduced. Prescribed fire should also increase forage for
rabbits and marmots. There should be a benefit to aquatic species (redband trout, ducks and geese) from
proposed management in the long term, which is explained in BE/BA, pages 31-39, Appendix C.

The Silvies Canyon SDEIS pages 2-3, 2-5, 2-8, and 2-14 disclosed the importance of the area to the Burns
Paiute Tribe, and the current and historic uses of the area by the Tribe. Chapter 3 disclosed the effects by
alternative to the Tribe. This discussion has been updated in the FEIS. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed
Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

Although Alternative Four is preferred for vegetation treatment, the access management (road closures)
portion was not preferred, primarily because it could have a significant impact on the Burns Paiute Tribe, the
elderly, and the mobility impaired.

Under the Preferred Alternative, motorized access into areas still exists. Approximately 227 miles of roads
would remain open in this watershed. Closures predominantly would address those spurs that serve no
purpose other than to access old logging units, and those roads that are causing environmental damage. Road
closures and decommissioning were designed to benefit fish and wildlife. Motorized access was identified as a
significant issue in the FEIS chapter 1. Permits are available to access closed roads when justified.

No spraying of noxious weeds was proposed as part of the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project. In
the DEIS, the treatment of 6 sites by “hand pulling and grubbing” was considered (DEIS, page 2-27). In the
FEIS, the analysis of 12 sites by “hand pulling and grubbing” is considered (FEIS chapter 2).

For cumulative effects analysis and tiering, the DEIS referenced the Malheur National Forest Noxious Weed
Environmental Analysis (April 2000) and Decision Notice and FONSI (June 26, 2000) under which 63 sites in
the Silvies Canyon project area were proposed to be treated with herbicides and two sites with hand pulling.
This EA is not open for review or appeal in this EIS. However, since the 2000 decision, an appeal has resulted

Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project Appendix D D-7
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Appendix D

in treatment of the 63 sites to be changed to manual treatment. The FEIS has been updated to include this
information.

In the DEIS, the term “Native American” was used so as not to exclude the probable use and claims of use of
the project area by other American Indians. This has been updated in the FEIS. Refer to the FEIS chapters 3
and 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and
Effects (June 1, 2003).

Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project Appendix D D-8
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2-2.

2-3.

2-4.
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Appendix D

Your preference most closely matches Alternative Three, with the exception that you would prefer no
management activity within the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area. Thank you for your comment, it has been
incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative record for this project.

The No Action Alternative (Alternative One) and Alternative 7a propose no management activities in the
Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area. See FEIS chapter 2 for more information.

The cover table in Chapter 3 of the FEIS shows that, prior to proposed actions, some subwatersheds met the
Forest Plan standard for deer and elk winter range cover while other subwatersheds did not meet Forest Plan
standards.

After treatment some big game cover values, both in winter range and in summer range, will be reduced below
current values or below Forest Plan standards (see cover table in Chapter 4 of the FEIS) in Alternatives 2, 4, 5,
7,and 7a. As described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS, a Forest plan amendment would be necessary to reduce
cover below the Forest Plan standards or below existing conditions that do not meet standards. As
recommended in the Malheur Forest Plan (1VV-28), hiding cover would be retained in unthinned patches to
mitigate a shortage in satisfactory cover (Chapter 2). Analysis of effects of going below standards is included in
the FEIS, Chapter 4.

Commercial harvesting in LOS (Late and Old Structure) is designed to maintain and enhance large tree
structure. No trees 21 inches dbh (diameter at breast height) or greater would be harvested except in aspen
stands under Alternative 4. No harvest is proposed in Dedicated Old Growth. Refer to FEIS chapter 4 for the
effects to LOS and Old Growth.

The purpose and need for this project is described in the FEIS chapter 1. Generally the purpose of the
proposed project is to protect the National Forest and increase forest health and long-term sustainability
(DEIS 1-10). Chapter 4 of the FEIS and the project BE/BA (Appendix C) describe the potential effects to
TES (threatened, endangered, and sensitive) species. Even though there may be short-term effects to some
TES species, the long-term benefits of healthy riparian areas and forests would improve habitat for these
species.

Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project Appendix D D-10



L

Malhuer Matliopal Porest, Emigrant Erneh Ranger District April 14 2001
HC-74, Box 12870

Hinun, Oregon $7738
Dear §,i:r"=_';<|--“|"1Llr,- p iDI"' B’-T"IJ'IEIV

Malhuer Wildlife Assoclates(MWA} ls an organizétion of over 100 members with
intereat in maintaining and improving water guality, fish and wildlife and thelr
habitat in the Malhuer Lake Basin. Our comments on the Silvies Canyon  Ratershed
Restoration Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement(DEIS) are both qeneral
and specific.

Ganeral Comments

The assumption that ocurrent livestock use is not adversely impacting riparian
areas, wildlife habitat, fish habitat and water guality is inaccurate. Your own
data shows many of these adverse impacts from grazing-as do MWhs cbservations.
Forest Service studies have cost tens of thousands of dollérs to obtsain dats
that is being ignored in this assumption. Livestock graging 'is a major factor in
degraded riparian habitat alopg significant portions of stream. Portions of
Little Bagehen Creek, Silvies River, Myrtle Creek and ies tributaries (DEIS pi-
1t , 1® stubble height) are anmually heavlly graged. If you are golng to do
regtoration of the watershed you must include changes in the current grazing use
in order to meet your objectives. You need to acknowledge grazing impacts and
address them in the BIS.

L3

The description of the 8* tall fencing is inadequate. How many miles of fence

would be needed? One mile, ten miles or what? How long would the fencing be in &
place? What MWA has seen of FS maintenance 6f fencea they are likely to be a

tangle of downed wire due to snow damage plus trees tipping over and knocking

the fenoes down.

s

Reference to INFISH (p. 2-32, 4,104 ) is of interest. If FS is golng to refer to -
this document in regard to buffer strips you alse need to take a lock at the %
gtubble height recommendations. Grazing lower Little Sagehen Creek riparian area

to the roots annually could hardly meet INFISH guidelines nor any others for
responsible land management.

The Proposed Action is insccurate in the discussion of the impacts of prescribed
burning on sage grouse and other sagebrush obligatea. DEIS 4-78 states there is :
no impact and Appendix C gives only a cursory analysis of the impacts on this
species. As you state in the DBIS this species has had its habitat drastically
altared over much of its range and large scale burning may effect lta habitat.
Has the USFS inventoried for leks and species presence? The fact that you have
only one record of it indicates the short tenure of your biologists or your
failure to inventory for the specles. Before any burning of sagebrush USFS
should do inventory of its habitat in order to not jecopardize-this species.
Similarly the treatment in the text of sagebrush obligates indicates you haven't

L
=L
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given mach thought tn tha 1lpict! on thau& ﬂpEﬂiﬂn.l_

Thﬂ range of alternativas is too narrow. Thnrn isn’'t one alternative that
considers livestock grazing changes. As MWA has indicated livestock grazing is 1;§'
having a large negative impact on water guality and fish habitat in the project

« Add a Proposed Actiom that includes changea in livestock use.

The literature cited section is weak. Numerouos statements in the text need to be 2, \y
referenced incloding assumpticns in the Purpose and Need.

Specific Commants
Page 1-10
Objective . 3. Improve riparian ﬁahitqt

As an cbjective this is necessary to support your title of watershed |
restoration. Your supporting references in the text (3-8 to 1=-10) apnd our
observationa indicate that merely closing roads and prescribed burning, etc. are
not going to accomplish the objective as livestock grazing would not be changed. L
The limiting factor on significant portions of riparian habitat is livestock i
grazing. Roads and culverts are also a problem and MWA supports the need for

changes in these structures. Changes in structures are easy. Changes in

livestock use are more difficult. '

page 1-14,p.3-18

Fire freguency ranges nead sopporting references. Fire freguencies of 3 years

nead to ba substantiated. .Is this a typo? If it 18 5 years It should be Ty
referenced. Ganerally fire frequencies wary with vegetation types. Include a
referance for fire frequencies on aspen, riparian areas, meadows, etc.

Chapter 3

Where is the figure for the miles of stream in the watershed area? This is B |
fundamental in your discussion of how many miles of stream{perennizl and
ephemaral jthat will be improved and where iz this improvemant going to
ococur.How many miles of fish habitat? How many siles of varioes PP condition
classes? Similarly , there is no listing that breaks ocut woodland from
sagebrush/steppe. ¥You need this in your analysis of impacts.

i i';“'?

Page 2=-37

Measures to Protect Range Resocurces

Referance this paragraph. Why would you burn extensive areas that are_less than T
50 percent of a pasture and graze it the first year after burning and call it g

watershed restoration 7 One of the nltﬂsnntivq should have bean to change the
grazing use.

Page 3-5 and 3-34

This section is confusing pages 3-5 give livestock use in AUMS. Pages 3-34 and 1eid
35,36 give the use in head months(HMs). Use a standard unit of measure. Does..

= - [ = gl 1
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f‘-'-\} [lEF-E asgume that I.'.hdt 11366 HUH.I of cattla 'uaﬂ ﬂﬂil not have an Ef!ﬂl:t. on

! riparian habitat? When you grazed Myrtle cCreek Meadows twice during the summer %!
of 2000 there were very-significant impacts. There are scores of scientific

articlies that suggest there just -.ight hl admu:n impacts n.ﬂ:l your own data show
that.

Page 4-62,63;64 -

Changes in thermal cover for deer and elk are to be amseliorated by reducing road
densities theraby improving habitat effectiveness. The problem with that "
agsumption is that changes in canopy cover may be long term but changes in road |
densities may be short term due to a_change in USFS policy, intermal local in-

house managemant decisions, and politics. Planning Documents can be amended or
ignored and the habitat effectiveness may be compromised.

Malhner Wildlife Associates appreciates the opportunity to comment on the DEIS
and looks forward to significant changes in the document im the Final EIS.

Prepared by Board Membars of Malheur Wildlife Associates, "

alice Elshoff, pres.
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Appendix D

Livestock grazing is considered outside the scope of this project. Cattle grazing is a permitted use on the
Malheur National Forest, as documented in the Forest Plan. Changes to the permit, in the numbers, type,
distribution, timing, or duration of livestock grazed, is considered outside the scope of this project (40 CFR
1508.25). The effects of these activities are considered as part of the NEPA analysis for the reissuance of
grazing permits, which is tentatively scheduled for Silvies, Big Sagehen, Crooked Creek and Scotty Allotments
in 2003 — 2005. Myrtle, West Myrtle and Scatfield Allotments have current grazing EAs completed in 1996;
Rainbow Allotment has a current grazing EA completed in 1991. These actions were not considered in this
analysis pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.4(c)(2) (FEIS chapter 1, DEIS pg 1-23). More discussion on cumulative
effects of grazing is found in the final EIS.

The 8’ tall fence (DEIS, page 2-16) is an option for fence around aspen stands. The fences are usually in place
for ten years or until young aspen have reached 8’ in height. See also the FEIS chapter 2.

Livestock grazing was considered outside the scope of this project. INFISH covers a broad area and therefore
doesn't try to dictate specific stubble height standards. The Forest has used INFISH as well as other references
and an interdisciplinary process in developing stubble heights. See also response to 3-1.

The presence of sage grouse leks in the project area would be unlikely due to the early nesting period of this
species. In most years, the project area would have snow on the ground during the nesting season. However,
the effects on sage grouse were reanalyzed in the BE/BA (Appendix C) and the FEIS (Chapter 4) after a
potential transitional lek (a site used only in years with little snow) was reported just south of the project area. A
determination of “may impact individuals and their habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards
federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population of this species” was made because of the potential
for effects. Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife conducts sage grouse lek surveys, and none were found in
the project area. Surveys would be done for nesting sage grouse prior to any treatments in spring in sagebrush
habitats (see Monitoring in Chapter 2 of the FEIS). If nesting sage grouse were found, design features (FEIS,
Chapter 2) would be used to protect nesting grouse. The effects of this project on several sagebrush associated
species including sage grouse, pygmy rabbit, pronghorn antelope and Brewer’s and sage sparrow were
analyzed., and a more thorough discussion of the effects was included in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

Livestock grazing is considered outside the scope of this project. See also response to 3-1.
Thank you for your comment. The Literature Cited section in the FEIS has been updated.

Thank you for your comment; it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative
record for this project. See also response to 3-1.

Thank you for pointing out this confusion. You are correct; fire frequencies generally vary with vegetation
type. Different frequencies are listed in Chapter 3 under the Vegetation Section (DEIS pages 3-17 through 3-
18).

Maruoka and Agee (1994) provide this information:
e Ponderosa pine fire regimes (DEIS Low-Dry, page 3-17; FEIS Hot Dry, chapter 3): fire intervals of
3-30 years;
»  Douglas-fir and grand fir fire regimes (DEIS Up-Dry, page 3-17; FEIS Warm Dry, chapter 3): fire
intervals may vary from a low range of 10-25 years to a high range of 25-100 years.
These differences are based upon the predominance of different species, and variations in slope, elevation,
and moisture.

Maruoka and Agee (1994) further reference fire history data collected in the Myrtle Creek area (within the
Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration project area). Their data indicate that between 1752 and 1890, there was
a mean fire-return interval of 15.3 years, and an interval range of 5-23 years. This interval was used in the FEIS.

They were omitted in the DEIS and are now included in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Total stream miles within the
project area include 59 miles of Category 1, 2 miles of Category 2, and 91 miles of Category 4, for a total of 156
stream miles. Category 3 areas were not surveyed. PFC miles are described in the range analysis and Map 18 in
the Silvies Canyon Watershed Analysis pages 22-24.
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3-11.

3-12.

3-13.

Appendix D

There are many different ways to classify vegetation, based on various factors, such as vegetation structure, site
moisture conditions, site fertility, heat, climax vegetation, overstory, understory, current vegetation, and
projected use. The reason that forest vegetation is broken out by Plant Association Groups (PAGS) is that
Regional Forester's Amendment # 2 requires us to compare present forest structure to historical forest
structure in an analysis called Historical Range of Variability. This type of analysis is not required and often
impossible for other Plant Association Group (PAG) or Potential Vegetation Group (PVG). The juniper
woodlands are often an ecotone between the shrub/steppe and the forested vegetation.

Treatments proposed in woodlands and shrub/steepe are either prescribed burning to closely mimic historic
mosaic-type burns, or cutting juniper that has encroached into historically non-juniper sites in the last 100-150
years (trees generally less than 12”7 DBH but maybe up to18” DBH). Both of these treatments are designed to
move the area toward historical landscape conditions.

These are general mitigation measures. Site-specific decisions on use after burning would be made based on
fire severity, extent of areas burned, slopes, location, etc.

In the FEIS, HMs will not be used.

Stocking levels vary depending on the size of the area grazed and amount of forage produced. The important
consideration is the utilization levels, which are set in the annual operating plan. Discussion of the cumulative
effects of grazing is in the FEIS chapter 4.

The expectation is that proposed road closures and road obliterations would benefit elk and improve habitat
effectiveness in the long-term (FEIS, Chapter 4). Road densities would move toward Forest Plan standards, or
would be reduced to Forest standards or below and should remain at those levels. There could be change in
policies in the future with a new Forest Plan, but any changes in road density would require further NEPA
analysis.
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Appendix D

There would not be logging of old growth trees unless the trees were a hazard to people. Bald eagles require
old growth trees for nesting and roosting. We plan on preserving old growth trees by thinning the smaller trees
around potential eagle nesting areas. Thinning the smaller trees would protect the large trees from wildfires and
diseases. Timber harvest in the Bald Eagle Management Area on the eastern boundary of the project area
would be limited and would not destroy eagle habitat. As discussed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS and in the
Biological Assessment Appendix C (FEIS), proposed treatments would not adversely affect bald eagles or their
habitat. Section 7 consultation was completed for bald eagles, and the Letter of Concurrence for consultation
dated 9/26/01 is in the Project Record.
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Appendix D

5-1. See response 4-1.
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April 16, 2001

Malheur Forest

Atten:  Lon Bailey

Emgrant Creek Ranger Dhsinct
HC-74, Box 12870

Hines, Oregon 97738

Dear Lon Bailey,

We have recently received an alert regarding the DEIS for restoration in the
Silvies Canyon Watershed, Cur group has spent many years reviewing Forest Service
proposals of vanous sorts and have little trust that much of the proposed “restoration™
will accomplish much of anything.

We support the Blue Mountain Biodiversity Projects recommendation that | 1.4
Alternative 10 (Minimum Restoration without Commercial Harvest) be chosen wif'the \
exception that it ot oceur in the Myrtle-Sibves Roadless Area. Much public support was
generated for the President’s Roadless Arca protection plan (now on hold) and it was
precisely because these areas are the last ones showing ecological integnity. Le. clean
water, old growth, intact ecosystems, habitat complexity, eic.

Large trees of any species (juniper), living or dead or dving, should never be cut
for any reason. Biediversity in the Pacific Northwest now depends upon reclaiming 1hc\ v 2

old growth mairix that most species developed with. Complexity should now be the
name of the game and not forest simplification under the misguided belicf that we can
and should control natural processes,

Restoration, which will close roads, however has our undying support and ;3
admiration.  This rebuilds connectivity for wide ranging species and should help stop the |l L
many acknowledged problems caused by roads.

Reducing the stockimg levels of domestic livestock could also help genuinely 'l o
restore the watershed. -

Sincerely, g
| |
fnd gLkl
Linda Driskill

5-20
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6-2.

6-3.

6-4.

6-5.

Appendix D

Thank you for your comment. Alternative 10 in the DEIS has been renumbered to Alternative Six in the FEIS.
In the FEIS, the No Action Alternative and Alternative Seven-a propose no activities within the Myrtle-Silvies
Roadless area.

The greatest biodiversity exists when you have a variety of stand structures. A variety of structures provides
habitat for a diversity of species. When biodiversity of conifer tree species is increased often this results in a
decrease in biodiversity of other vegetation species (such as grasses, forbs and shrubs). See also response to 6-5.

The effects of road closures on wildlife and other resources are discussed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.
Livestock grazing was considered outside the scope of this project. See also response to 3-1.

One objective of the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project is to reduce stocking levels of smaller
diameter trees to protect existing large trees and to enhance the growth of the smaller trees. The only
circumstances in which larger diameter or old growth trees would be cut or killed are: 1. Hazard trees — trees
posing a hazard to workers or the general public; 2. Large trees that are inhibiting or shading aspen stands in
excess of historic levels; 3. In aspen stands outside of riparian buffers where wildlife needs such as snags and
large woody material are met (DEIS page 2-8).

Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project Appendix D D-21



T

Laorie Salomon
10935 NW 2* 5¢
EPaer';ﬂ'ﬂ_l G2 g1as |
Artn: Lori Bailey
Malheur National Forest
HC-74, Boc 12870 Apeil 20, 2001
Hines OR 97738

Dear Ms. Bailey,

Please consider this 1o be my comment on the “Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project” propassl |
objest to this propesal, 2nd most especially the preferred ahermative for many rezsons, The one that is the
most egregious is the proposal to severely impact one of the [ast remaining roadless areas, the Myrtle-
Sylvies Roadless Area. This alone makes this proposal unaccentable, LUinless vour apency is sure that the
protections Clinton and now the new forest service chief seem to want to extend to what precious few
unfosded wild places sill exist will NEVER be granted by the Bush regime, it would be prudent to wait for
the final decision about roadless protection before putting this one up for sale. Pleass honor the intent of the
roadless directive, and upheld the law for now, instead of slipping this sale in while the jury s still out on

roadless protection. Burning & thinning and riparian disturbance in the Myrtle-Syivies old growth Roadless ‘!-]. 1.

Area Is not likely 1o result in restoration; only destruction can result. Lesve the roadless area as it is, wild
and flowing in ecological balance

As for the roaded part of the proposed restoration area, closing and decommissioning roads seems 10 be
what the gov't funding is expected to cover, With this in mind, and the fact that this project is considerad to
be for the purposes of “restoration”, Alternatives 3 & 4 are most likely to receive fideral funds for
implementation. These 2 aiternatives are also in keeping with the stated intent of this project. Alternative
10 has good road closure plan, and should be incorporated inta the final decision, However, Alternative 10
allows for the aforementioned disturbance of the Myrtie-Sylvies Roadless Area. This aspect of alternative
10 is unacceptable, The focus should be 1o close, permanently close, and decommission the roads based oo
their contribution to environmental impacts |

Ancther problem I bave with this propesed restoration project involves the proposed amendments to the
Forest Plan. Big Game cover standards MUST be adhered to. Logging of tress greater than 21" dbh in

—

L%

aspen stands has no purpose with regards to the stated intent of “restoration”. It shauld not be allowed {0 1o

target & small area for an amendment that is this vague, and sllowing the logging of “excess™, “dving” live
ald growth trees allows too moch discretion on the part of the logging personnel to adequately provide
protection for wildlife habitat and forest diversity. In fact, the preferred slternative, quoting the Deadt EIS,
p. 524 spectfically says: “OF the action alternatives, The Preferred Alternative has the highest potential foe
causing negative offects from vegetation management activities to aguatic habitat because it proposes the
highest combination of nores of commercial harvest, miles of temporary road constructson, and miles of
road activities related to timber harvest (e muck treffie, road reconstrection and road maintenance],”

The znalysis of potentinl impacts to listed Endangered, Threatened and Sensitive species is msufficient to
determine the extent to which forest dwelling species would be impacted by this sale, However your
agency has determined in the EIS that there will be adveess effects on the following TES species;
Deschustes milkvetch, Blue Mountain Caddisfly, Wolverine, Preble’s shrew, Redband trout. Malbeur Mottle
Sculpin, and Bald Eagle. Under the Preferred Alternative, winter range coves for deer und el would fall
further below the cover standards set by the forest plan, and the summer cover standards would be
substandard as well. Burning and logging could | by your agency's own admission, threaten nesting and
reproductive success for Neotropical migratory bird species using this ares. In every way this preferred
alternative breaks the very guidelines set up in the NW Forest Plan that your agency is required to adhere
0. Amendments to cover sandards for this sale are not appropeiate and would not fierther any restoration
cause, and would in fact sef this area back and make it even more in need of restoration after the sals than it

i% right now.
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’?’AsaregnaruserqfthsNanonal;Borest and as taxpaymg cmzen:ofthe United States,IobJect tothe
unnecmsarylmp ‘;‘thlssai"ml"haveon 1e ani ; ; his : :the Foi ,) '7

" future. Please comply with the. law, and with t mtento tﬁe oiadless Protection pohcy whlchstxllstands
£ despxtelack of enforcement L o : A :

1 support an altematxve sxmllar to Altemanve 10 thhout the bummg thmmng, and riparian dlsrupnon of i
- the Myrtle-Sylvies Roadless area, and also i mc/orporatmg the number of road closures and decommxssxomng 1 !
“described in. alternative 4, basmg the reasons for closure on each road’s environmental impact at this time.

This would be a true restoraue prOJect The Roadless area should be*left untouched ;

/ Thank you for cons1dermg my comment I Iock forward to your txmely rep!y

' Smcerely, i ‘
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Appendix D

All action alternatives in the DEIS were developed not to @ lude implementation of National Forest System
Land Resource Management Planning regulations at 36 CFR 219 (65 FR 67514, November 9, 2000),
Administration of the Forest Development Transportation System regulations at 36 CFR 212, Forest Service
Transportation Administrative Policy (66 FR 3206, January 12, 2001), and Roadless Area Conservation
regulations at 36 CFR 294 (66 FR 3244, January 12, 2001). Since the DEIS, interim direction for Roadless Area
protection was published in the Federal Register on August 22, 2001 (66 FR 44111) and Forest Transportation
System Analysis and Roadless Area Protection on December 20, 2001 (66 FR 65796). This direction was used
for alternative development and management of roadless areas in the FEIS. Inventories to consider areas that
might be eligible for wilderness designation are done as part of Forest Plan revision. The Malheur Forest Plan
revision process is due to start in fiscal year 2004. The current criteria used for these areas are found in Forest
Service Handbook 1909.12 — Land and Resource Management Planning Handbook, Chapter 7.

The effects of proposed precommercial thinning and prescribed fire in the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area for
each alternative are found in Chapter 4 of the DEIS. This discussion has been updated in the FEIS. The No
Action Alternative and Alternative 7a propose no activities in the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area.

The Purpose and Need for Action statement in the FEIS (page 1-10) has been updated.

In the FEIS, Alternatives Three and Six rely wholly on appropriated funds from Congress to successfully
implement the restoration activities. Based on recent funding levels, only a portion of the work would be
accomplished (DEIS pages 2-14 and 2-25).

The Preferred Alternative, Alternatives Two, Four, Five, and Seven-a would rely on funding generated from
harvesting timber as well as appropriated funding to accomplish needed restoration activities. Additionally,
these alternatives would utilize the purchaser to implement road closures on roads used during timber sales.
Effects are displayed by Alternative in the FEIS chapter 4.

To restore aspen a range of treatments were developed. Alternative Four is the only alternative that allows
logging (felling and removal of the log) of trees greater than 21" dbh in aspen stands. The other alternatives
allow a variety of treatments from no action to such activities as snag creation and felling for large woody
debris.

Regarding the old growth issue, there are at least two scenarios in this watershed. The conifer forests have
fewer large old trees but a higher stocking of younger trees than historically. The aspen forests may or may not
be above historical levels in old trees, but have few young trees. In comparison of rarity, aspen trees are much
more rare on the landscape than conifers greater than 21 inches.

Aspen communities along with other riparian vegetation support a wide variety of life forms. Within the Blue
Mountains, 1% of the land area is within stream zones, while 60% of bird species rely on riparian habitat for
feeding or reproduction. The specific value of aspen communities to wildlife varies according to the species
composition of the understory and the relative age of the aspen. The number of life forms that use aspen
communities for both reproduction and feeding is almost the same for all aspen successional stages.

The project BE/BA (Appendix C) thoroughly discusses the potential impacts to forest dwelling species and
other species that occur, are suspected to occur, or have potential habitat in the project area: with references to
scientific documents. The adverse effects to TES species would be minor, short in duration, and with specific
mitigations designed to avoid impacts. Section 7 consultation has been completed for Federally listed
threatened and endangered species, and the Letter of Concurrence for consultation dated 9/26/01 has been
added to Appendix C.

The effects to neotropical migratory birds are discussed and analyzed in Chapter 4 of this FEIS. As described
in Chapter 4 of the FEIS, some bird species would be reduced by this dry forest restoration while many other
species native to dry forest would benefit (Altman 2000, OR-WA PIF 2001, Tiedemann et al. 2000). Design
elements described in Chapter 2 of this FEIS would help to protect migratory birds. The Northwest Forest
Plan applies to Federal lands within the range of the northern spotted owl, and does not apply on the Malheur
National Forest.
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7-6. See response to comment 2-3.
7-1. See response to comment 7-1.
7-8. See response to comment 6-1.
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2 cIosure than ongmally mcludeel in thxs altemative

" PITTSBURGH, PA 15237

~ HC-74, Box . 12370 i
" Hines, OR 97738

DearMs Ba:ley, ; R b s e

fI am; Wntmg to submit public comment for the lewes CanyOn Watershed Restorauon Project. As aformer
- resident of Oregon, and a citizen ‘concerned about the state-of our national forests, I wish'to express. my
~ disappointment that your district has selectcd as its preferred alternative for this project the alternative with
~the maximum amount of commercial leggmg under the guise of “restoration”. Itis especially dxsappoumng o
that - you are proposmg to combme this maximum amou £ Ioggmg thh alower number of xmles of road - .

I am also alarmed to. see your pians 0 conduct bumi’ng an‘ thmmng:pro;ects w:thm the Myrtle -Silvies
Roadles; Area The native forests’ vta.med within National Fores! madless areas are invaluable repositories. | @G-|
of 1 na ‘fal forest processes, and must not be dxstu:tbed even by wella tenuoned human efforts. ‘ :

8-z
dless’: a plan Would retam she mtegnty of the roadless ateél ecosysmm, improve the ecologlcal ;
,value of afeas cum:nﬂy degraded by excesswe road and prowde for honest, scwnce—based restorauon efforts

‘Karen Wood-Carmpbell

9460 SARATOGA DR.
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8-2.

Appendix D

The Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area developed under a fire regime of frequent (5-23) low intensity fires. Within
the last 100 years effective fire suppression has drastically changed the fire frequency in this area. The proposed
activities were designed to re-introduce fire into the ecosystem.

See response 6-1.
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Lon Baﬂey ‘

o megrant Ck. RD
| I am commentmg on the Sllv1es Canyon Wat ; hed Restoratlon PrOJect

| : "
‘ There should be no bmnmg, thmmng or npanan restoration in the Myrtle-Silvies roadless \ g

area. T suggest choosing Alternative #1 the No Action Alternative but amending it with
the restoration proposal from Altematlve #10 and the road closure and decommissioning
from Alt. #3 to close 160 miles of roads. This area needs far fewer roads, much more
correct restoration and no commermal harvests Tt is time to. face the future and begin

4.2

‘landscape level forest wide restor“atlon in areas of past mismanagement. ' :
There is currently a timber glut on the market and your proposed act has the highest 1 4.3

potential for negative impacts of all the alternatives as well as affecting the Elk and Deer
summer range standards, illegally reducing them below the Forest Plan standards.

. Dothe right thing by restoring and closing roads, no commerclal harvest and leave the

roadless areas alone

| Please send me the FEIS and the DN etc.... aﬁd any related documenfs c'onceming”thisv

~ project.. " Mark Day .
; POBox4946 M W

‘ Portland, OR. 97208


James Kelly
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9-2.

Appendix D

Alternative One — The No Action alternative and Alternative Seven-a propose no management activities in the
Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area. The effects on the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area are described by alternative in the
FEIS chapter 4.

You prefer the lighter restoration of Alternative Ten with the maximum road closure and decommissioning of
Alternative Three, and no other activity. Thank you for your comment; it has been incorporated into the EIS
and is now part of the administrative record for this project.

The Purpose and Need for Action statement in the FEIS (page 1-10) has been updated. Neither the “timber

glut” nor the “timber market” is the driver for treating forest vegetation. See response 2-3, and the effects of
reducing big game cover in the FEIS chapter 4.
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Malheur Lumber Company
) PO Box 160 ' ]ohn Day, Oregon 97845

April 16, 2001

Malheur Natlonal F orest
- Emigrant Creek Ranger Dlst E:
Attn. Lori Bailey
" HC-74Box 12870 "~
Hines, Oregon 97738

RE: Silvies Caﬁypn DEIS =
Dear Lori Bailey, |

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration
Draft EIS. We appreciate your efforts in trying to restore the area and produce some
timber volume. The following comments are offered as ways to help improve your
project. Many of the comments address the concern that timber sales may not receive
bids. : : :

Upon reviewing the area, it appears that much of the volume produced will be small and ,

of low value. Some will have no value at all. To help pay for your. restoration, large trees

~ inexcess of Forest Plan Standards need to be salvaged as discussed on page 1-25. A few
“of these trees goa long way fiscally toward reducing the stocking of smaller stems. Such

~ items could be very 1mportant ona pro;ect that may not be economlcally fea51ble asa
timber sale. - S

From an operanons standpomt there are several thmgs listed in the DEIS that add costs

to a timber sale, but have little beneﬁt to resources. One such item is ripping skid trails ;

- and landings. This practice can increase sediment more than roads or skidding, butitis | Jo-I
" prescribed regularly. In this project it should be used only when compacted areas are

observed. This should be very rare smce sklddmg is only to occur durmg dry, frozen or

Snow covered condltlons Bare ‘ :

iDes1gnat1ng sk1d tralls at 120 feet spacmg wﬂl also increase costs and possxbly

compaction. Felled trees will need to be packed to the skid trails. This will i increase the :
amount of trips a machine makes over the land, which increases ‘compaction and costs. 10-2
The sale administrator should look at the terrain and timber type to judge the layout of

skid trails and then approve them A requlrement of 120 feet spacmg wﬂl only lead to
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Requmng borax on all ponderosa pme stumps over twelve lnches is also very costly with
little or no benefit. Research indicates that stumps less than elghteen inches in diameter - )
 rarely act as infection foci. It also states that special measures to prevent damage are 107
needed only in stands within one mile of severely affected stands. Spreading borax based
‘on these criteria, as opposed to the shotgun approach being: taken, would save the Forest

~Service a ‘tremendous amount of money on this | pro;ect v

'Burmng is an issue that is qu;te contentxous for the Forest Service. However it is a tool

pr=
“that can be utilized if done properly. We would recommend that burning only be done in 10 i
the fall to reduce threats to nestmg wﬂdhfe and the posmblhty of escape through the
summer. , ,
~In addltlon, fire should not be used to thm trees. Thmmng manually produces better .
results with less risk. The role of fire should be limited to reducing fuel loads on the 1075

ground and burning slash plles Using it in that manner will reduce much of the negative
»1mpacts assocxated with using fire. - :

: Wlth the Forest Serv1ce touting recreation as a major part of the economy, it does not
. make sense to reduce the amount of dispersed recreation sites through road closures. jo- Y
g These areas are often traditional places for families to camp, and eliminating them will
reduce the appeal of the outdoors to those people. In areas where dispersed recreation
exists it should be enhanced, not eliminated.

Please use these comments as you move through the process toward a decision. There is a
very real possibility that the Forest Service may have to use part of their budget to fully 01
- implement this prOJect because the value of the timber will not cover it. It is unfortunate .
~ that this is the case since the timber value is there, it’s just not being harvested. That said,
- we hope you are successful in your restoration efforts. If we can be of any help or if you
have any questlon please contact us at the address above

Slncerely, ;

Steven J. Courtney, CF )
Operations Forester
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10-2.

10-3.

10-4.

10-5.

10-6.

10-7.

Appendix D

Subsoiling of skid trails and compacted areas to restari nfiltrative capacity and reduce potential for surface
flow, as well as scattering woody material over disturbed sites to provide enhanced surface cover, dissipate
velocities, and trap sediment on the slope, would be implemented on a site specific basis as needed as
determined by hydrologist or soil scientist. When subsoiling is determined necessary, it would occur when soil
moisture conditions are less than 20 percent at depths of 4-16 inches. Subsoiling volcanic ash soils may occur at
soil moisture levels up to 30 percent with recommendation by a hydrologist or soil scientist. Subsoiling within
66 feet of springs and seeps, and within 33 feet of the bottoms of draws would be avoided. Subsoil landings
where compaction and potentially hydrophobic soil exist, if soil depth and rock content permit subsoiling.
Landings would be seeded with local native seed or non-persistent non-native species, or planted with conifers
where appropriate (FEIS chapter 2).

Approved designated skid trails would be required on all harvest units to reduce soil compaction and
displacement. Existing skid trails would be used whenever possible, however, no skid trails would be used
within RHCAs. Skidding equipment would be restricted to skid trails. Tractor trails would not exceed
approximately 14 feet in total width over 90 percent of the length except where otherwise authorized. Skid trail
and trail spacing would not generally be closer than 120 feet center to center, where parallel trails are used and
90 feet, center to center at midpoint when radial trails are used. Exceptions would exist where skid trails
converge at landings. Water-barring and/or slash placement on skid trails would be required where the
potential for erosion exists. Forest Service Manual direction and the Forest Plan recommend that skid trails
over 20% gradient and areas of disturbed soil within 200 feet of streams be erosion control seeded and that
these skid trails be water barred (FEIS chapter 2).

“The recommended minimum stump treatment size is 12 inches diameter for pine and true firs felled using
chainsaws. Where mechanical shearers are used, the minimum diameter should be reduced to 8 inches. High
elevation true fir stumps should be treated down to 8 inches regardless of type of felling. Stump size
recommendations have varied in the past, especially between different USDA Forest Service Regions and
states.” Craig L. Schmitt, John R. Parmeter, and John T. Kligjunas. Annosus Root Disease of Western Conifers. USDA
Forest Service. Forest Insect & Disease Leaflet 172. Revised February 2000.

Annosus root disease is common in ponderosa pine stands on the Emigrant Cr. RD. Presence of annosus root
disease in ponderosa pine stands greatly decreases the potential for managing ponderosa pine. These sites are
usually too dry to effectively grow alternative tree species, so preventing the introduction and subsequent
increase of annosus root disease is crucial for managing ponderosa pine. Annosus root disease is also
widespread at low elevations where Douglas fir and true firs are in association with ponderosa pine.

Due to excessive fuel loading in the project area, fall burning would have to be preceded by at least one spring
burn in several locations. Spring burning would reduce the potential of an escaped prescribed fire and the loss
of valuable wildlife habitat. As described in Chapter 4 of the FEIS, most spring burning would occur prior to
June 1. This would reduce the impact to birds by generally avoiding nesting activities early in the year. The
effects of burning on nesting birds are discussed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

The NEPA process requires response to comments received during scoping. Some responders wanted us to
analyze alternatives where stocking was reduced using only precommercial thinning and prescribed burning.

We agree that most often manual thinning produces better results because the residual trees are individually
selected. Once the trees are thinned, though, the slash needs to be treated. Due to the amount of area that
needs to be treated, the economics of treating some areas, and the size of the trees, prescribed burning may
reduce stocking and reduce the percentage of fire sensitive species.

Recreational opportunities were considered. Roads with resource concerns would be closed, decommissioned,
or repaired and left open. Dispersed campsites were identified and all attempts would be made to provide
access. In some cases, the type of access to identified dispersed campsites would be changed from motorized to
non-motorized access. The effects to dispersed campsites by alternative are described in FEIS chapter 4.

This is recognized as a necessary investment in restoring the ecosystem. Similar investments have been made
both in the past and currently.
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RE: 1950, 2/27/01 Silvies Canyon DEIS
Deear Mr. Keniston:

Malheur Timber ‘Operators, Inc. and KLE Emerprises, Inc. submit the following
comments regarding the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement. These joint comments are submitted to insure that both
Organizations are recognized as active participants in the NEPA process and included on
the information distribution list. Both organizations have submitted scoping information

» Chapter 1 Purpose and Need is complex and confusing which makes it impossible to
identify the underlying purpose and need to which the proposed altermatives, \ 1=
including the proposed action, are designed to respond to and implement. The
underlying purpose and need is not briefly stated.

¢ It is misleading and improper to present and use in the analysis RHCA's as 2 Forest
Plan Management Area. Regional Forester's Amendment 2 did not establish new il
“Management Areas”. This is most misleading when MA 3A is made a part of the
RHCAs,

* The project area contains 30,500 acres of MA | designed to emphasize timber |
production on & sustained yield bases while providing for other resource vahies. The
Modified Proposed Action is designed to accomplish a suggested purpose and need -3
on 25,080 acres that changes the definition and use of MA 1 to one that moves the
stand composition towards historic ecosystem conditions. This change in MA 1
requires a Forest Plan amendment and an analysis that supports the amendmen:.
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The discussion on page 1-25 concerning the commercial harvest of trees greater than
21 inches DBH needs 1o properly disclose the direction in Regional Forester’s
Amendment 2 and his policy letter dated October 2, 1997,

Alternative 3 is in direet violation of the Forest Plan because it is designed o cut and
not harvest trees up to 9" DBH and not recognizing that the Forest Plan and current
commercial imber sales recognize trees 7° DBH and greater as commercial timber,

The DEIS discusses in considerable detail and references Forest Plan standards
concerning big game hiding and thermal cover, While discussing hiding cover the
discussion includes security from hunters which is not included in the Forest Plan and
the objective has not been developed. Also no discussion has been included that
discloses the effect of Stand Structural Stages (Historic Range of Variability)
objectives and implementation and the effect on Forest Plan cover standards, The
mability to reasonably manage land under this concept as it is disclosed and presented
under Effects on Vegetation Condition (Tssue 4) page 4-27

The review of Appendix A discloses a serious question about the justification and
cost-effectiveness of road closures that are not discusses under effects. A large
number of roads scheduled for closure range from 0.05 mile to most being well under
0.3, For example, the effects section of the DEIS does not disclose how wildlife
habutat is benefited by closing these shor roads and if the cost is justified Logic and
wildlife habitat science does not support these actions.

The implementation direction to girdle trees (especially over 21 inches DBH) based
on broad standards without site specific analysis and justification that discloses
different options that include cost effective possibilities is a major concern and needs
to be addressed. '

Fage 9 and 11 of the combined BE/BA needs to reference the Regional Office 270
letter dated 3/12/01 concerning no lvnx in Oregon

Page 16 of the combined BE/BA under the discussion concerning wolvering is the
only reference we could find conceming the effect of LOS Management on PETS

species. This appears to be an omission.

In general we can only express disappointment in this DEIS, Major points are:
* The DEIS a5 scheduled in the NOI has been delayed of one year,

* The decision that an EIS was necessary without first doing an EA was flawed and

maost likely resulted from the decision to attempt 1o use the NEPA process o analysis
a series of action in one document that are not “connected actions”.

3
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11-2.

11-3.

11-4.

11-5.

11-6.

Appendix D

Thank you for your comment, the Purpose and Need for Action statement has been updated in the FEIS (page
1-10).

The FEIS chapter 1 states, “The Forest Plan (1990) divided National Forest System Lands into Management
Areas (MA), each with different management goals, resource potential, and limitations. Forest Plan
Amendment #29 (1994) amended MA 3A and 3B (Riparian Areas) and provided desired future conditions for
each of these MAs. Additionally, this amendment provided more specific numeric standards for these MASs.
Standards are now based on the same scientific information used in PACFISH (March 25, 1994). Riparian
Habitat Conservation Areas (RHCA) were created with PACFISH. In this manner, RHCASs are not
management areas; however, they amend the Forest Plan and incorporate new goals, objectives, standards,
guidelines, and management direction. These new standards take the place of direction described in the Forest
Plan. The Forest Plan also identified Roadless Areas.

In the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield Act (MUSYA) of 1960 sustained yield is defined as “Sustained yield of several
products and services’, which means the achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a high-level annual or
regular periodic output of the various renewable resources of the national forests without impairment of the
productivity of the land. The Forest Plan was developed to comply with the National Forest Management Act
of 1976 which references MUSYA numerous times (Sec. 2. (3); Sec. 6. (¢)(1) and (2); Sec. 6. (9); and Sec. 14 (a)).

Historical (as defined in the FEIS chapter 3) vegetation conditions are the only vegetation conditions that we
can be fairly certain were sustainable over a fairly long time period (several thousand years). There is little doubt
by professionals that we currently do not have sustainable vegetation conditions on the Malheur NF.

Regional Foresters Amendments 1 and 2 analyzed and amended the Forest Plan and developed HRV
guidelines. Although these were interim guidelines they are still applicable today. The Proposed Action is in
accordance with these Forest Plan Amendments and thus does not require a Forest Plan amendment or
analysis.

It is not necessary to discuss all direction received in the past in the DEIS or the Final EIS. According to 40

CFR:

1) Part 1500.4, “Agencies shall reduce excessive paperwork by” ... “(b) Preparing analytic rather than
encyclopedic environmental impact statements”.

2) Part 1502.2 (a) “Environmental impact statements shall be analytic rather than encyclopedic.”

3) Part 1502.2 (c) “Environmental impact statements shall be kept concise and shall be no longer than
absolutely necessary to comply with NEPA and with these regulations.”

Regarding the direction in the two documents, we can only guess that you are referring to the following:

1) “What is a “large tree” or “common occurrence of large trees” on the Fremont National Forest in Oregon in
not necessarily the same on the Okanogan National Forest in Washington and the revised classification allows
this appropriate distinction. Forest Supervisors retain the option to amend their individual forest plans when
site-specific conditions warrant a deviation from these revised interim standards™ (Regional Foresters Amendment
2). The Malheur NF has not chosen to change the 21 DBH definition of late or old growth trees.

2) The Policy letter dated October 2, 1997 established: “1. A clear and compelling case can be made for the
biological or ecological urgency to cut large trees in the short term (i.e., next 5 years). 2. The amendment is
unique or uncommon and is not being commonly applied across landscapes (watersheds and larger).”

This section in the FEIS has been updated in regard to dead, dying and downed trees.

If Alternatives Three or Six were selected, the ROD would include a Forest Plan Amendment to allow cutting
and leaving trees 7-9” dbh, if required.

There is no Forest Plan standard for hiding cover. However, the Malheur Forest Plan (1V-28) recommends
retaining hiding cover to mitigate shortages in satisfactory cover; since shortages of satisfactory cover exist in
the project area, the discussion of hiding cover was included to provide information to the public. At least one
of our publics brought up hiding cover during scoping and wanted us to analyze it.
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11-8.

11-9.

11-10.

11-11.

11-12.

11-13.

11-14.

11-15.

Appendix D

None of the Alternatives propose to move to HRV; each alternative moves vegetation towards HRV, some
more than others. Cover standards are not directly related to stand structural stages. Therefore, we did not
attempt to analyze by HRV. The effects of each alternative as it relates to HRV are described in chapter 4 of
the FEIS.

Road closures, however small, promote wildlife habitat by allowing native vegetation to return, provide cover,
and eliminate some fragmentation of habitat. Closures on these smaller spur roads are designed to be cost
effective. Also, some roads are proposed for closure for reasons other than wildlife habitat and some roads
would be closed by the closure of adjacent roads. Chapter 4 of the DEIS (pages 4-68 to 4-71) displays by
alternative the effects road densities have on wildlife and wildlife habitat. This discussion has been updated in
Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

The methods for creating snags (including the method for choosing snag size) was modified between DEIS
and FEIS (see FEIS Chapter 2 Mitigation Measures). Snags may be created using a variety of methods in
designated aspen stands, springs, and Replacement Old Growth areas.

Appendix D of the BE/BA (included in the DEIS Appendix C) describes lynx habitat. Lynx are considered
extirpated from the state of Oregon. The BE/BA (Appendix C of the FEIS) thoroughly describes the status
and distribution of lynx in Oregon and the rationale for the determination of “NO EFFECT” from the
proposed projects.

Wolverine is the primary PETS species in the project area to which LOS management would apply. LOS
management affects several Management Indicator Species (MIS) as well as goshawk (not an MIS, but a species
of concern). Effects on these species can be found in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

Thank you for your comment. It has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative
record for this project.

Significant effects were likely therefore an EIS was warranted. A combination of factors necessitated
completion of an EIS. These factors included:
»  Size of the area involved (65,000 acres in 7 subwatersheds);
»  Acreage (approximately 45,000 acres) under consideration for vegetation management;
e Presence of a known bald eagle nest area;
»  Fisheries and water quality issues associated with roads, which had the potential to become a serious
issue with the public; and
» Atthe initiation of this project, there had not been a watershed analysis (WA) completed for the
watershed (a WA was completed in November 2000).

In the DEIS, three alternatives were developed that utilize timber harvest for resource management, including
the preferred alternative. The No Action alternative is required by law (40 CFR Section 1502.14). The two
“action” alternatives that did not propose commercial timber harvest were part of a reasonable range of
alternatives addressing the Purpose and Need and issues brought up during scoping. Alternative Three was
developed in response to an agreement made during the appeal resolution for the Crater VVegetation and
Watershed Management Project EA.

With all the action alternatives, treatments are planned that would reduce stocking from below and move tree
species composition toward early seral species (DEIS 4-29). Likewise, all action alternatives address the
Purpose and Need for Action described on page 1-10 of the DEIS. The Purpose and Need for Action
statement in the FEIS (page 1-10) has been updated.

The public notices drew attention to the size of the DEIS not as a measure of success, but to inform the public

of the costs associated with printing and distributing a large document. This was meant as a way to encourage
the public to view the DEIS on the Forest web site.
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Malheur National Forest ; : ;
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Attn., : (e T e e e ‘ :
HC-?&. éziilgg%éqyﬁf" T e LT ff Wilderness® Defenders

Hines, Oregon 97738 _ ﬂpril.iﬂ. 2001
Comments re: the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project DEIS

Based on our review of the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement and its Summary, we propose
adoption of Alternative 10, Minimum Restoration Withour Harvest, modifisd
to inelude Alternative 3's Access and Travel Management Flan instead of v
Alternative 1l0's Access and Travel Management proviciens and definite
prohibirion against cutting any 21" or grearer dbh tree except to meet
J5HA requirements (closing the loopholes of cutring larger trees in
aspen areas and "dying" larger trees "excess" to wildlife and fishery
needs. Instead we favor po commercial logging to meet the purpeose and
need of restoration (reducing road-related impacts, improving riparian
conditions, and improving the health, wvigor and resilency of vegertarion
in order to promote long term forest sustainability--EIS, p. 1-10.) \2-
This means we are advocating only precommercial diameter thinning of
conifers from aspen areas (after all, old growth diameter trees are
usually ar least 150-200 years old and thus represent pre-fire SUPPEESEiﬂﬂ\
growth) and no logging of "dying" trees over precommercial diamerers,

Commercial logging is not necessary to achieve the restoration project's
purpose and need objectives; in fact commercial scale and diameter loggings
is acknowledged to have caused many of the impacrs to wildlife and narural
rasﬂuinea this project is seeking to heal, Commercial logging is also r

|
i

well to cause and exacerbate many of the problems evident in the
project area in general (eg. sedimentation of Etreams, removal of stream
shading, compaction of solls, depletion of beneficial goil mycorrhizae,
removal of needéad large structure and old growrh habitat for old growth-
dependent species, removal of thermal and hiding cover for big game and
other species, removal of biomass needed for nutrient recycling, increaged
homogenization of the landscape with consequent reduction of biodiversity
and incremental, cumulative extirpatrion and extinction of interior and
large, intact forest-dependent species, erc.) Commercial scale and diameter
logging is especially inappropriate in areas needing to recover from prior !
logging impacts (already over-logged areas) and in last intact, relatively ||
pristine areas preserving natural state baseline conditions, =much as rhe
Myrtle-S8ilvies Roadless Area. As for the potential occurrence of large- A
scale wildfire (which can never be completely prevented and which may be
caugsed or increased in peverity by commerclal logging according to recent
credible sclentific studies and statements), the EIS admits that alternative
.3 and 10 (with no commercial logging) would treat vegetative condirtions in
the watershed that have laft the waterched vulnerable to large-geale wild-
fires: "Alrternatives 3 and 10 would accomplish this without the ground
disturbing activities aesociated with commercial harvest, related road
reconstruction and temporary road construction, and road rraffic which are
part of Alternatives 2, 4 and 5. Commercial harvest activities, related |
road reconstruction and temporary road construction, and road traffic all
are potential gources of fine sedimenr that may adversely affect aquatic
nhabitat. The use of BMPs and RHCA buffers would lessen the potential
effects but would not totally eliminate them," (EA, p. 4-16) The Forest |
Service's "Preferred Alternative" of Alternative &4 (the greatest amount |
of commercial logging) with the road closure plan of Alternative 10
(which offers less restoration of ‘road impacts than any of the action
alternatives except Alternative J) strangely seeks maximum logging impacts
combined with one-of the least restorative access and travel management
plans for a "Restoration" project intended to reduce road-related impacts, \
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Eilvies'cnnyun Watershed Reﬂtﬁrltinn Project, BMBP comments, p.2

e
impruve riparian cuﬂdltiﬂns nnﬁfimPrnve the health, vigor and resilency |
of vegetation to. promote. luﬂg term forest sustainability. Our proposed
combination of Alturnntiva 10 with the aceess and travel plan of alc. 3
and an overall dbh limit to precommercial size thinning’ better meets
these restoration objectives by protecting existing native species,
allowing over=logged lands to naturally recover, allowing for needed T
road clogures and decummisainning, allowing for needed p;ecnmmErtlal
thinning’ for gradual ra- instatemant of ‘@ natural fire regime, and allowing
for pres:r:baﬂ hurning on a conservative level to reduce fuel- =loading
and allow for re-instatement of natural fire and preserving existing
larger tree and down or snag structure, needed canopy closure, more cover
(than with commercial logging) and protection of the natural character
of the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area while protecting it better againsct
stand-replacement scale fire with prescribed burn fuel breaks around ir,
(See below for more site-gpecific concerns for fine-tuning burning plans,
habirar provisions for Management Indicator species, protection of
riparian areas, etc,) We have not been able to field-check the project
erea yet and though we have received gome preliminary sale maps and you
included gome small scale mapes in the DEIS, we would appreciate your
sending us your sale unit maps (larger, with sale unit §s, topographic
lines, smaller road access s identified, prescriprion for esach unir
identified) for your "preferred" alt. &4 (ﬂr whichever one you decide to
adopt) and alt, 10 az =oon as posgible go we can ground-truth conditions,

Alternative 4 would decrease cover below Forest Plan standards in '1_i
summer range and in about half of the subwatersheds in winter range; P
Alternative 10 would aveid this wviolation of Forest Plan standards.

In regard to your arguments for commercial logging (though small =
dismeter thinning and prescribed burning could meet your concerns):
The EIS admits there is no mandate to move vegetation towards historical- | "
conditions in either law or policy but that you are mandated by law to \é
manage vegetation on a sustainable besis--more over-logging on & commercia
level (in an already over-logged forest); including logging of the next |
largest size class of trees (l5=-21" is tha next largest to the largely
logged-out old growth of 21" dbh and greater) is not sustainable as
the Malheur National Forest (like other National Forests in the region)
is already greatly over-logged with consequent damage to natural resources,
biodiversity and ecological integrity. There are admissions throughout
the EIS that large structure was selectively removed, leading te current
problems and discrepancies from (theoretical) Historical Range of Variabil-
ity (HRV): At some point (and the time is long past due), you need to
stop allowing commercial logging (commercial res profit motive imperatives
driving damaging results, amount of timber taken and elimination of larszer
gize clasges of trees) so as to allow viral ecological functions to rEEﬂ?ET.

sensitive and listed species to regain numbers and viability and more
trees to reach maturity and old growth status so that there will be a real
sustainable and natural forest again. |

The EIS fails to prove that defoliating insects and diseases are highur|&“'
than endemic levels or are causing or accelerating “excessive" mortality. |
The EIS alsco doesn't recognize and discuss the ecologlcal niche of these \11|
native insects and diseases‘and how they are normal and integral parts of
a functioning ecosystem, “National Forests were originally set aside not
to be ‘tree farms for maximim timbér vields but to protect natlve. natural 2=
forests (the public's common heritage) from further corporate exploitation
(the timber corporations had already snatched up ‘the most productive forest
lands for private profit.) ~So maximum tree growth should not be the prima

= ip =

concern, nor revenues from lagging. ‘and natural processes should be allowed
to take place in most cases. Alot of 'your "historical condition" claims

are unsubstantiated or not .credible. How do you know that current cﬂnditinns-
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Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration, BM3F womments, p.3

"have developed to a degree never before exXperlenced in the natural gystem -.'1"'
of plant succession in the BIun_Hmmtai:m..."T{p:ls.p. 3-27, our emphasis)
What ig your secientific evidence that "(m)any stands are now highly suscep-
tible to some of these pests and are contributing to widespread mortalit

or constitute a continuing threat to widespresd mortaliry"? (EI5,P. 3-1?§
The Forest Service's use of words with deragatory and frightening connotatipm
such ag"pest” and "threat" and undefined terms such ag "highly" and
“"widegspread” seems purpogeful and to serve the timber industry's agenda
rather than more objectively describing ecological conditions. What is

your scientific citation(s) to substantiate your claim that Western Pine
Beetle "historically were known for attacking and killing old, slow-growing|
ponderosa pine that were overstocked and susceptible to beetleg due to drou
drought and damage by fire"? (EIS, p. 3-28)

.

I.I

Anecdotsl evidence of pre-settlement conditions ig insufficient to L A4
determine HRV.(re: Figures 3-2 .and 3-3, p, 3-23 EIS) Pioneer writings L

(and "early recordings") were likely to emphasize what was different

from the eagtern part of the country (i.e. open forest stands) rather than
what was similar (denser atands) and only discuss areas they'd passed

through (pioneers logically sought out the easist, low land rourves whenever
possible) and were not systematic, consistent or reliable field surveys.
Current obgervations of the lack of large trees and large stumps 1in an area
{to justify low old growth tree per acre estimations for HRV) may alse be
unreliable, especially in mid- to high elevations with more moigture,

where large stumps and down wood may rot and disappear more gquickly. For
instance, the Tupper Butte Roadless Area on the Umatilla National Forest

has little large structure and no interlor roads but was apparently horse-
logged to & mill which no longer exitats and the stumps have since dis-
inregrated.) Historically, according to your own estimates, multistratum

old forest was far more common than single stratum--both are now greatly .
depleted, so you shouldn't now be trying to .convert last multi-stratum withiy
large structure into single stratum with large. (See Figures 3-4, 3-3, 3-&,
3=7, pe 3 24,) PFigure 3-8 is based on what year, what data sources for i
higtoric conditions? (p. 3=25) Whar is the scilentific bagis for your b 1
belief that there were only 2=3 greater than 21" trees (dbh) per acre in
aspen areas historically? 1In general, we find your HRV estimates quirte
speculative and leaning in the direction that would accommodate a bias
toward cutt more and bigger trees (using HRV as justification for more
ovar=logging.,

W A

In regard to prescribed burning; fire records on the District only date

back to 1959 (EIS p. 3-29) and the first documenred Euro-American entry

into Central Oregon was in 1826-7 for fur trapping and trading (not timber1yv

or land spurveying) (EIS p.3=57); so how did Maruoka and Agee (19%4),

Heverdahl and Agee (1996) and Agee {1993; determine the historic (pre-

European gettlement and fire guppression) fire inrtervals--speciflcally

for the Silvies Canyon watershed? Please respond to our HRV questicns. ,

We would like to request severzl restrictions for prescribed burning to |

legsen environmental impacts from the burning and to help prevent an | nl

gccidental uncontrolled fire being started with the burning program: W

Pleagse prohib aerial ignition for prescribed burns as aerial ignition

coulf gtart a crown fire and isg less discriminating with regard to avoldin

sensitive areas that should not-be-burned (eg. Goghawk nests, areas with

fuel loadinges too high teo control, ete.) -We would appreciate your taking

care to avoid killing larger trees with ;prescribed burning.- Don't allow ﬂﬂj

preseribed fire to back down into RHCAs, as there are too many risks to

already degraded aquatic habitat (Table 4-2, pp.4-1B &il9, EIS) and

already streams snd the Silvies River are water quality-listed, which

means that further impacts must be avoided. No burning should be allowed
p-q_D near Cottonwood stands due to their wvulnerability to fire. FPrescribed P

burning should only take place in the fall (under appropriate T
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Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration, BMBP comments, p. &

: i alie T A I e A S - ey ="
conditions) to protect yoting, mammals in burrows, bird fledglings in nests,
nesting reproductive success, sensitive flowering plants, fine pine roots
and goil moisture reserves for summer. Prescribed burning should also not
take place in Dedicated’Old Growth.areas, Replacement Old Growth areas, )
{(DoGe, ROGs) and Pileated woodpecker feeding areas because down wood ig rrl
needed in abundance by specles these areag are supposed to protect-- '
Pileated woodpecker, other woodpeckers, Pine Martens, etc.

|2

With regard to the access and travel management plan, we have the
following concerns and recomendations: We appreciarte the value of road {
closures and decommissioning of unnecessary roads to benefit water qualicty
and wildlife. However, many forms of closure are inadequate to stop off-
road vehicle trespass and/or are reversed, wirh roads ra-opened for the
next resource exploitation project, So we request that you permanently f
close, and decommission with slopes recontouring wherever ecoclogically o
beneficial, the maximum number of .little uged, unnecessary and damaging |
roads possible., There should be no new or tewporary road censtruction
and no re-opening/reconstruction of roads already closed to protect wild-
life or water quality or sgimply because they ara unnecesgary, The purpose
is to reduce road impacts overall, so reconstructien should only be done
on high use roads which are to be kepr open but have somethine (eg. =z
culvert or bridge) that needs reconstruction te prevent or stop ecological
impacts. We request that all the roads known to be causing sedimentation
and other riparian impacts, including all those listed on EIS p. 3-12
and in Table 3-3 p.3-13 be cloged permanently, and whersver possible,
decommissioned properly and ra-contoured.

flur remaining riparian concerns include the following: There ghould
be no burning or thinning along creaks and the Silvies River, as most
streams and the Silvies River are water quality-listed, so we need to
protect bird nesting habitat, stream temparatures and existine riparian W
ghrubs and trees to prement further exceedances of water gquality gtandards
and protect aquatic habitar. Limitations on riparian thinning and burning
to ensure gtream ghading and buffers to sedimentatlon would better protect
the Columbia Spotted frog, listed fish species (eg. Redband rrour, Malheur
mottled sculpin and Blue Mountain Cryptochian caddisfly,

We request complete avoidance of gensitive plant sites and cultural 1?
resource sites with thinning and burning and careful decommissioning '
and berm closures of roads to avoid sensitive plant individuals and
populations.

N

The Forest Sscvice needs to do population survews for PETS, MIZ, -1b
Neptropical migratory songbirds and other rare species to determine
population status, population trends and viability thresholds to form
a sound basis for their protection and prevention of their uplisting. _
Fileated woodpecker feeding areas as well as Replacement 0Old Growrh areas |
should be identified and designated for Dedicated Qld Growth areas prior |
to any management activities such as thinning and burning. 120 acres
(DOG minimum size by 1992 definitions) is now known not to be large enough
to support a home range for a pair of Pileated woodpeckers or Pine
{American} Martens..You need to protect larger areas to expand existing
DOGes to gufficient gize by lettine them grow and not cutting more than (
precommercial diameter thinning. These areas ghould be designared and
protected from commercial logging. Ecological boundaries of existilng
old growth habitat should be followed and not have chunks of good habitat 11%P
cut off -to follow convenient road boundaries since there is insufficient
acreage of true old growth habitat.. Where following a road or other
geographically identifiable boundary would extend the gize of the DOG or
ROG, that would be acceptable.  There.should be no commercial thinning
of ROGs as that would remove needed large etructure and canopy closure
and no commercial thinning in Goshawk post-fledgling areas, as Goshawk
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, silvies‘cenyon Watershed‘Restoration;;BMBP,comments, Pe 5

_,-;/ i

are adapted to denser. .more closed cahopy condltlons and depend on 1nter10r 1’
forest prey. They prefer canopy‘closure of - 60% or more.-

 Livestock grazxng is’ contlnuously mentloned throughout the EIS as a
major. source of current conditions and ongoing impacts for which the
project was designed to correct, yet livestock grazing. ‘control or elimina-- ‘6V
tion from the project area is ‘not addressed. in the DIS. 'Livestock - @
graz1ng is as much within the scope of the project as impacts from roads..
~and impacts from fire suppression are, and controls or cancellation of
'AUMs should be part of the analysis and included in project alternatives.
-~ Livestock grazing should be completely eliminated in the Myrtle-Silvies
Roadless Area as incompatible with the natural character of a roadless
area, with recreation there, with preservation of water quality and native 1$5
riparian shrubs and as in conflict with wild ungulates for forage. The \
feeling of solltude, semi-primitive recreation-and aesthetics are all
degraded by the presence of cattle, including their disturbance of vegetatign,
their destructlon of . ‘riparian areas, thelr sounds, their smell, etc.,

varied recreational use and ‘should be maintained in a natural appearance /

with no commercial gcale logging and a mosaic of fuel reduction. There \757
is a need to move the dlspersed campsites that are located in RHCAs, »
using natural barriers and signs if necessary. "Considerable" use for aﬂﬁ
' big game hunting in the fall suggests the need to preserve marginal and
suitable game cover to Forest Plan standards or above.. Alt. 3 better %)
.meets Forest Plan standards. for road density than Alt. 10 for less Vi
disturbance to wildlife (thus our Alt, 10 comblnatlon with Alt._3' N
road closure plan ) . . . '

The progect'area'obv1ously haS‘hlgh recreational value and cons1stent.ryy*

: c . 4
: What . exactly is "intermediate" treatment/thlnnlng? We would like: to \U/Jﬁ
request. the following studies: Maruoka and Agee, 1994 (How could they \p/b
" know what the fire interval for this. area was from 1752- 1890??) :
Studies that show more logging (removal) of trees somehow improves growth
productivity rather than degrades it (with heavy equipment soil compaction,
destruction of mycorrhizal fungi, etc., all of which would tend to
decrease the health, resilency and growth of remaining trees), studies
show1ng positive effects to eagle occupancy of precommercial thinning
and fuels reduction in winter roost areas (we think it's better to leave
the eagles undisturbed.) And please send us a copy of Hayes et al., 1997,
Thank you for your cooperation and consideration of our comments. We
anticipate your response and would llke to receive copies of others'
comments on this EIS.
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Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the
administrative record for this project.

In the FEIS Chapter 2, Alternatives Three and Six considered and analyzed the effects of restoration
alternatives without the use of commercial harvest. The Preferred Alternative, Proposed Action, Alternatives
Four and Five, and Alternative Seven-a considered and analyzed the effects of restoration activities with
commercial harvest. Chapters 3 and 4 of the FEIS display the effects by alternative.

See response 12-2.
See response 7-7 and response 12-2.

The potential for a large fire cannot be eliminated. The goal of reducing ladder and surface fuel is to lessen the
effects of a fire when it does happen. Logging can increase fire intensity if the slash is not treated. The risk of
large-scale fire occurrence would be lessened with Alternatives Three and Six, but would still be much higher
than the other action alternatives due to higher fuel loads and greater continuity of fuels. The risk of a
prescribed fire getting out of control and doing resource damage is much greater with Alternatives Three and
Six than with the other action alternatives.

No harvest or harvest related activities would occur in RHCAs. This includes the use of landings and skidding
logs across streams. Therefore potential sediment from these sources would not impact streams. Aspen
restoration and road treatments activities within the RHCAs are designed to minimize effects to a point where
they would not degrade the aquatic resources, as described in the BMPs and design features. A long-term effect
of these activities would be enhancement of the RHCA by eliminating or reducing chronic sources of stream
sediment and providing more stream shade. See FEIS chapter 4.

Regulations specify an agency to “identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more
exists, in a draft statement and identify such alternative in the final statement” (40 CFR 1502.14(e)) (DEIS page
2-30).

The Preferred Alternative responds to the purpose and need for action and the range of issues (DEIS pg. 2-30).
Effective fire suppression for the past 100 years has contributed to a dramatic increase in fuel loading, the
arrangement of fuels (fuel ladders), and changes in vegetation composition, structure and density. Current
composition and densities of forested areas are unhealthy and outside the historic range of variability (HRV).
The Preferred Alternative would move the most forested stands in the project area toward historical ecosystem
conditions (DEIS pg 2-15). Road densities in most subwatersheds of the Silvies Canyon Watershed are
exceeding Forest Plan standards in both winter and summer range for elk. The Burns Paiute tribe has
expressed concern regarding roaded access to resources within the area, especially for elders who may be
mobility-impaired. Public roaded access would be maintained while closing and decommissioning:

» roads identified as contributing sediment to the area’s streams, and

» short spur roads needed to meet Forest Plan standards.

As per 40 CFR 1502.14(a) an agency shall rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.
Chapter 4 of the FEIS displays the effects by alternative.

Forest Plan standards for cover for either summer range or winter range are at the watershed level, not
subwatershed. The Preferred Alternative, Proposed Action, Alternatives Four, Five and Seven-a would take
cover below standards, which would require a Forest Plan amendment.

The effects of reducing big game cover are discussed in DEIS pages 4-62 through 4-67 (also, see response 2-3)
and the FEIS chapter 4.

The Forest Plan was designed with amendments in mind. The Forest Plan (V-1 and V-9) states “National
Forest planning is a dynamic process, and the products, Forest Plans, are similarly dynamic. This Forest Plan
can and should be modified if conditions warrant. As management goals are applied on the ground or as new
information is learned about resources, the Plan’s goals and objectives, or activities the goals generate, may no
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longer be appropriate. In such instances, activities may be tailored to fit the resource, or planning objectives as
stated in the Plan may be amended.”

See response to comment 11-3 and 12-2.

Defoliators and secondary disturbers were discussed in the DEIS on page 3-27. From 1991 through 1995 an
outbreak of Douglas-fir tussock moth occurred in the “Gold Hill area” which includes a large part of Silvies
Canyon. The effects of this outbreak and subsequent secondary disturbers are documented in several site visit
reports (Douglas-fir Tussock Moth on the Burns Ranger District, September 11, 1992; Douglas-fir Tussock Moth
Populations on the Burns Ranger District, Malheur National Forest in 1993, September 21, 1993;Technical Assistance Insect
and Disease Management Evaluation Curry Springs Planning Area, Gold Hill, Burns RD, Malheur NF, February 18,
1994 Biological Evaluation of Douglas-fir Tussock Moth on the Burns Ranger District, February 2, 1995; Technical
Assistance: Myrtle-Silvies-Primitive Area, Feb 16, 1999) from the Zone Entomologist and Pathologist. The
publication Recurrent Outbreak of the Douglas-Fir Tussock Moth in the Malheur National Forest: A Case History by RR
Mason, DW Scott, MD Loewen, and HG Paul, December 1998, was also published on this outbreak. Also, refer to
the FEIS chapters 3 and 4.

Ecology of native insects and diseases was discussed in detail in the numerous site visit reports. This was not
discussed in detail in the DEIS because it was not raised as an issue. Refer to the FEIS chapters 3 and 4.

The need for action is based on the current conditions of resources within the watershed. The Purpose and
Need for Action statement in the FEIS (pg 1-10) has been updated.

You are correct that we should not say, “Current conditions have developed to a degree never before
experienced.” This is too broad a statement because we do not know the conditions that have existed here
throughout time. This will be changed in the FEIS. There has been substantial research done throughout the
Blue Mountains. The one consistent general conclusion is that current forest conditions do not match historical
conditions.

For at least the last 10 years this district has had an annual aerial survey that mapped tree mortality. From
1991-1995 there was an outbreak of Douglas-fir tussock moth in this area and we are continuing to see
mortality based upon secondary pests. There is ongoing research on the Emigrant Creek (Burns) RD into black
stain root rot. We have at least 13 reviews of this area or the adjacent areas by either a pathologist(s) and/or
entomologist(s) over the last 10 years. Finally we are seeing mortality or bark beetle attacks that have been
occurring in the area over the last three years to Douglas-fir and increased attacks last year by mountain pine
beetle. More information on local research can be found in Mason et al, 1998, and Thies et al, 1999.

Western Forest Insects, by R.L. Furniss and V.M Carolin, USDA Forest Service, Misc Publ 1339, 1977. In
1936, F.P. Keen developed a rating system for susceptibility of ponderosa pine to bark beetle attack (Relative
Susceptibility of Ponderosa Pines to Bark Beetle Attack. J. For. 34(10):919-927). This grading system was
updated in 1943 (Relative Susceptibility of Ponderosa Pines to Bark Beetle Attack. J. For. 41(4):249-253). This
grading system was and is still used throughout the range of ponderosa pine.

Figure 3.2 shows historical conditions while Figure 3.3 shows current conditions.

HRYV analysis required by Regional Foresters Amendment 1 & 2 states that HRV is to be an “estimated
percentage.” It also states, “For this exercise, the HRV should be based on conditions in the pre-settlement
era; however, early 1900 photography may be acceptable.”

In the DEIS page 3-23 the method used to determine acres was based upon the ICBEMP 1936 map and the
corresponding data base from which the map was produced, as well as our assumptions that “Pine Mix Small,”
“Ponderosa Pine Seedling-Sapling-Pole,” and “Ponderosa Pine Small” were historically non-forested. The same
methodology was used in the FEIS.

Figures 3-4, 3-5, 3-6 and 3-7 (DEIS) do not depict effects of any proposed treatment. Figure 3-4 and 3-7 depict

our estimate of historic conditions from 1850 to 1900 (DEIS 3-23). Figures 3-5 and 3-6 depict current
conditions.
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Effects on stand structural stages were evaluated in Chapter 4 on pages 4-29 and 4-30. Briefly this states that
prescribed treatments would not change the present structure of Old Forest Multi-Stratum (OFMS) to Old
Forest Single Stratum (OFSS). Treatment would only change the structure of stands classified as Stem
Exclusion Closed Canopy to Stem Exclusion Open Canopy. The treatments prescribed would reduce stand
stocking and move species composition towards historical composition (DEIS 4-29). In the long term
treatments would move the stands in earlier stages toward older structure faster than if not treated (DEIS 4-
30). Where OFMS is to be treated, it is to maintain the old growth characteristics (DEIS 4-30). See also the
FEIS Chapter 4.

Data sources for these tables are:

1) Silvies Canyon Vegetation Map generated from Historic data in ICBEMP from 1936 and corresponding data
queries;

2) Aerial photos from 1949;

3) On the ground review of this area;

4) Herrick-Hines Story, Pacific Northwest Quarterly 84, no. 1, pp. 19-29;

5) Report of the Proposed Blue Mountains Forest Reserve by H.D. Langille 1906;

6) Report on blue Mountains (West) Reserve Oregon by M.L. Erickson, assistant Forest Inspector, December
1906; 7) USDA Bulletin No 418, Western Yellow Pine in Oregon by Thornton T. Munger, February 1917.

This will be amended in the FEIS. In some stands there were historically, more than two or three large conifer
trees per acre. In other stands there were fewer large trees. It was the consensus of the ID team that
historically there was an average of around two or three large conifers per acre. In discussing restoring these
aspen stands the IDT felt that we needed to reduce these large conifers to approximately two or three per acre.
By retaining this large tree density, we would retain sources for large snags and woody debris. Also birds and
animals that use conifers would continue to have these available. By reducing these conifers to two or three
per acre, we would have the best chance of regenerating aspen without destroying the existing aspen. Options
to regenerate aspen were analyzed in a paper titled “Aspen” written by Mark Loewen and modified by Roy
Schwenke on 11/1/2000. This was not cited in the Literature section of the DEIS and will be added to the
FEIS.

Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the
administrative record for this project.

The authors’ methods are described in their articles. Basically they studied and cross-dated fire scars using
master tree-ring width chronologies.

Heyerdahl examined fire scars from stumps, logs, snags, and live trees 20 miles east-northeast of the Silvies
Canyon in 1995 (Dugout Creek). A total of 215 samples were studied. They were taken from 82 dry site forest
plots. By cross-dating the ages and counting the interval between fire scars she determined that the historic fire
interval range for the dry site forest there ranges from 5 to 20 years.

Among the many samples Maruoka and Agee studied were samples of 50 trees taken from Myrtle Creek, which
is part of this analysis area. For the Myrtle Creek area the fire interval range was 5 to 23 years with a mean of
15.3 years.

Aerial ignition using a sphere dispenser is a time-delayed mechanism where sphere ignition is delayed for 20-30
seconds. This gives the sphere’s adequate time to reach the forest floor before ignition.

Crown fires can occur from any type of ignition. The main drivers of a crown fire are wind, fuel continuity and
loading, and ladder fuels. Occasional torching of individual or small groups of trees can occur with prescribed
burning regardless of the type of ignition and is acceptable. Prescribed burning would not be initiated when
conditions are conducive to crown fires.

Sensitive areas would be identified and avoided whenever possible. Design criteria have been established to

protect sensitive areas (goshawks, eagles, PETS, aspen, and cottonwood) and are described in the FEIS
Chapter 2.
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We do not plan on nor want large trees to be killed. It is not intended to allow fire to back into an entire
RHCA. The intent is to create a mosaic effect.

Cottonwood is to be protected in all action alternatives (DEIS pages 4-36 and 4-38).

A combination of spring and fall burning would occur. Spring burning would be initiated in timbered areas
with fuel bed depths greater than 1”. This is because moisture of large fuels is generally higher in the spring.
The higher fuel moisture results in better control of fire intensity in areas with heavy fuels. Spring burning is a
natural occurrence (Heyerdahl and Agee (1996). Wildland fires caused by lightning have occurred in Harney
County in May (Bulger Fire 2001, 97 acres). The possibility of a prescribed fire escaping occurs both in the
spring (late) and fall (early). The amount of spring and fall burning would depend upon weather conditions and
the window of opportunities that exist each year. Design criteria and mitigation measures in Chapter 2 of the
FEIS also describes areas where spring or fall burning would occur due to other concerns. The effects of
proposed burning are described in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

According to the Forest Plan we are to “Manage residue to maintain or enhance old-growth habitat” and
“Protect old-growth habitat from catastrophic wildfire,” (Chapter 1V-107). These Dedicated Old Growth areas
developed in a disturbance regime, which primarily involved periodic fire. For approximately 100 years fires
have been suppressed. Burning in old growth would put fire back into the ecosystem to restore the natural
disturbance while protecting down wood and snags (see Chapters 2 of the FEIS). The Forest Plan also states
we are to “Utilize interdisciplinary teams to develop prescriptions and long-term management strategies for
each replacement area,” (Chapter 1V-107). It is the intent of the Forest Plan to manage Replacement Old
Growth so it can be developed into old growth. The effects of prescribed burning on Dedicated Old Growth,
Replacement Old Growth, pileated woodpeckers, and snags and down logs are described in Chapter 4 of the
FEIS.

Roads causing sediment have been identified. Most closure devices rely upon individuals honoring them. Not
all forest users are conscientious, but many are. Each alternative treats roads differently; refer to the FEIS
Appendix A.

No new construction of permanent roads is proposed for any activities within the Silvies Canyon project area.
Temporary roads are short term and built specifically for project use. Temporary roads would be water barred
and closed, and scarified and seeded with weed free seed as needed to meet NFMA requirements at the end of
the project. The intent is to close temporary roads to motorized travel after harvest activities are completed
(FEIS Chapter 2). They are not added to the forest road inventory, but are tracked by temporary identification
numbers.

In the DEIS chapter 2, the term reconstruction was used to describe hazard tree removal, brushing for site
distance, minor reconstruction of existing drainage structures etc. This definition has been changed in the
FEIS.

In the FEIS chapter 2, road maintenance activities would be dependent upon severity of road damage, erosion
and sediment production, and designed maintenance level. Most commonly, maintenance would consist of
hazard tree removal and brushing for sight distance, although some ground-disturbing activity would be
necessary. Maintenance of existing drainage structures may be necessary to assure the integrity of their design
function. Stricter measures (placement of rock, site specific drainage structures, and sediment fences) would be
taken on specific roads with chronic sediment or erosion concerns to minimize water concentrations and
related effects on surroundings.

Road reconstruction activities would apply when the road would require realignment (FEIS chapter 2).

Activities proposed within RHCAs include:
» Aspen and Cottonwood Restoration
* Riparian Habitat (spring) Restoration
* Road Closures and Decommissioning
e Prescribed Burning
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Burning is part of the natural process that creates disturbance and allows certain ecosystems to be maintained,
like aspen stands. Due to the lack of natural low intensity fires, thinning is now necessary to reduce the chance
of high intensity fires and allow the use of prescribed burning to obtain natural conditions. The mosaic nature
of the prescribed burns would protect the majority of bird nesting habitat. Prescribed burning would also occur
outside the core time period of nesting birds. Prescribed burning in RHCAs would be of low intensity and in a
mosaic pattern. Given the wet conditions often experienced during the spring, burning is not expected to creep
into or back down into large portions of RHCAs and burning is not expected to be of high intensities. There
are limitations on thinning and prescribed burning in sensitive areas to protect water quality and aquatic
species. See also the FEIS chapters 2 and 4.

As stated in the BE/BA Appendix C. Activities around sensitive plant sites would be mitigated. Precautions
would be taken during road closure to protect sensitive plant sites. All measures to protect cultural resources
would be followed as described in FEIS Chapter 2.

There are no Forest Service established procedures for sampling wildlife populations, trends, or viability, but
biologists and others do record species presence formally during wildlife surveys, and through informal wildlife
sightings and other means. Where available, regional and state status and trend data, as well as other available
data, is used to supplement local knowledge (for example see Neotropical Migratory Birds, FEIS Chapter 3).
Determinations of effects are based on maintaining habitat or some level of habitat. The best available science,
such as DecAlID (Mellen et al. 2003) is used to assist in making determinations of effects.

Effects to PETS species are discussed in the BE/BA (Appendix C) and Chapter 4. Effects to MIS are analyzed
and discussed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. The neotropical migratory bird (NTMB) analysis was expanded in the
FEIS and is discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 of the FEIS.

See also response to comment 12-24. The thinning and burning in ROG and feeding areas are for maintenance
and to reduce overstocking. These fuel reduction activities would reduce the risk of a stand replacement fire,
which would be detrimental to old growth species. ROG and effects are discussed in the FEIS in Chapter 4
and in the DEIS on pages 2-27 to 29, 4-85, and 4-86. Old growth characteristics such as snags and downed logs
would be retained at current levels; snags and down logs may be created in ROGs to provide habitat for snag-
dependent species at historical levels (Chapter 2 and Chapter 4, FEIS).

DOGs in the Silvies Canton project area were designated for pileated woodpeckers, not for marten. In the
existing conditions in Chapter 3 of the FEIS, we acknowledge that pileated woodpeckers may need home
ranges larger than some of the DOGs, but project area DOGS are also known to “meet some of the pileated
woodpecker management recommendations developed by Bull and Holthausen (1992) particularly in terms of
vegetation types, size of core old growth, and canopy closures. As described in Chapter 4 of the FEIS, adjusted
DOGs would be between 289 to 715 acres; all DOGs would either remain larger than Bull and Holthausen’s
(1992) recommendations or be moved closer to those recommendations.

Please refer to Preliminary Alternative 9 (DEIS page 2-3). The decision maker decided not to pursue this
alternative any further. See also FEIS Chapter 2, Preliminary Alternative D. As discussed in Chapter 4 of the
FEIS “, The goal of adjusting DOG lines was to better define DOG boundaries, not to increase or decrease
the size of DOGs. However, adjusting DOG lines would slightly increase the size of DOG 02039, moving it
toward the Forest Plan standard, and would somewhat compensate for DOG acres lost to reallocating acres of
DOG to ROG” and “...the final effect of adjusting DOG boundaries is a 38-acre decrease in DOG but a
slight net increase (37 acres) in high quality old-growth habitat within DOGs with a negligible effect on pileated
woodpecker and other old-growth associated species.”

The Forest Plan and its accompanying EIS (1990) states “In replacement old growth units, allow scheduled timber harvest
which maintain or enhance the capability of timber stands to provide suitable old growth habitat in the future (Forest Plan, I'V-
106 #13). ROGs are to be identified and managed to replace the Designated Old Growth areas.

Goshawks are a species of interest. Goshawk habitat requirements and effects of proposed activities on
goshawk and their habitat are described in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

Refer to response to comment 3-5.
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Grazing is a permitted activity within Management Area 10, Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized Recreation Area
(Forest Plan 1V-97 #6). Also refer to response to comment 3-5.

Commercial harvest is permitted on about 75 percent of the project area as stated in the Forest Plan
description of management areas and FEIS chapter 1. The DEIS (pg 4-92) states: Under all alternatives the
project area would continue to provide a wide range of recreation opportunities, activities, settings, and
experiences; however, the roaded settings clearly dominate. All action alternatives generally result in no change,
or a small decrease in roaded settings and a small increase in semi-primitive non-motorized settings. Also refer
to the recreation section in the FEIS chapter 4.

Thank you for your comment; the effects to dispersed campsites are displayed in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.

The effect of cover removal on big game is described in Chapter 4 of the FEIS. The Oregon Department of
Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) was consulted and concurred on expected effects of proposed actions on elk
(consultation notes are in the Wildlife Project Record). While hunting was considered an action that contributes
cumulative effects to big game populations (see Chapter 4 of the FEIS), hunter numbers as an effect on big
game animals is outside the scope of this analysis; legal responsibility for hunter numbers rests with the State of
Oregon.

Roaded access was identified during scoping to be a significant issue with the public. The Burns Paiute tribe
also expressed concern regarding roaded access to resources within the area, especially for elders who may be
mobility-impaired.

All action alternatives move road densities toward Forest Plan standards (FEIS chapter 4). Chapter 4 of the
FEIS discusses the effects of different road densities on wildlife.

The definitions will be added to the FEIS glossary and are as follows:

»  Commercial thinning — a type of commercial harvesting which removes commercial size (7-21 inches
dbh) trees from a stand for the purpose of increasing the spacing between the residual trees. Trees of
undesirable species, form or condition would be removed by cutting from below.

» Intermediate thinning - a type of commercial harvesting which removes commercial size (7-21 inches
dbh) trees from a stand for the purpose of increasing the spacing between the residual trees and
moving the composition of the residual tress towards historical species composition. Trees with
undesirable form or condition would be removed by cutting from below.

Copies of public comments are provided in the FEIS, Appendix D. Copies of the two specific publications will
be sent. Non-specific requests cannot be filled.
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Aot BCO-088 MAY 1 1 200
Malheur Natonal Forest

Ermgrant Creek Ranger Districe

Attn: Lori Bagkey

HC-74 Box 12870

Hines, OR. 97738

Ref: 99-090-AFS

Diear Mz, Bailey;

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed
Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project pursuant to the Environmental Review Process
(ERF), under section 309 of the Clean Air Act and section 102(2){c) of the National
Environmental Policy Act as amended. Section 309, independent of NEPA, directs EPA to
review and comment in writing on the environmental impacts associated with all mujor federal
actions. The Silvies Canyon watershed is located within Malheur National Forest (MNF) of the
Burns and Bear Valley Districe.

Specifically, the DEIS proposes mn saction plan to implement ecosystem restoration on
more than 80% of the watershed area lving within the Burns and Bear Valley District. The Forest
Service proposes to implement a variety of management activities, including sibvicultural
prescriptions, preseribed burning, implement wildlife enhancement projects, road
decommissionng, and new road construction and reconstruction.

EPA’s maim concemns are that the Forest Service needs to bring the project area’s road
densities more on fine with Forest Plan management objectives, METREC ACCEss issues posed by
all terrin vehicles (ATVs), manage the quality of aquatic and upland resources in light of on-
going livestock prazing activities, consider a Clean Water Act Section 303(d} Protocol for listed
waters, and design & smoke management program for prescribe fires, Based on our review, we
have assigned the Draft Supplement EIS a rating of EC-2 (Environmental Concerns - Insufficient
Information). This rating and a surmmary of cur comments will be published m the Federal
Regisier. A summary of the rating system we used in our evaluation of this DSEIS is enclosed
for your reference.

Enclosed please find our detailed comments, which elsborate further on these issues. We
are mterested in working with MNF in the resolution of these issues, | EDCOUrAge you to contact
Tom Connor at (206) 553-4423 at your earliest convenience to discuss our comments and how
they maght best be addressed.

Thank you for the opportunity w review this Draft EIS on the Mill Creek Timber Sales
and Related Activities in Rogue River National Forest,

Enclosure
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~ EPA COMMENTS ON THE SILVIES CANYON WATERSHED RESTORATION PROiEc"lj

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) -

Issue #1 — FORESTROADS

1) How w1]l the Malheur National Forest, in its watershed restoration proposals for

 the Silvies Canyon Watershed project area, match current Forest Plan standards for

road densities? The FEIS (Final Environmental Impact Statement) needs to disclose and

describe how proposed road closures or decommissions will meet existing Forest Plan

 standards for road densities within the Silvies Canyon Watershed project area.

Foreét roads have a strbng influence Ao:n a watershed (Kobm and Franklin, 1997). Surface

~ erosion from lo gging roads is a significant source of deliverable sediments in watersheds

(DEIS, page 4-13). Areas with high road density can be expected to have a relatively high
mass wasting hazard and surface erosion hazard both now and into the future. A

récbgnized study (Cederholm, 1981) in the northwest has determined that basin Integrity is

impaired when road density is above sustainable levels.

" According to the DEIS, the project area has an average road density of 2.4 mi/m’ in big

- game winter range and 3.9 mi/m’ in summer range (page 1-10). These current densities

~ are above Forest Plan standards for road densities in big game winter ranges of 2.2 mi/m’

and 3.2 mi/m’ in summer ranges respectively. At this time, high fine sediment loads are

‘ Impacting portions of the Myrtle Creek system in the Malheur Nation Forest (MNF) as
- evident by the high levels of streambed embeddedness (DEIS, page 3-4). The EIS’s

enclosed Biological Evaluation/Assessment on Great Basin redband trout, identified as a

- species of concern, is sensitive to changes in habitat quality, especially degradation of

stream substrate configurations that might impede water flow through dynamics in
spawning areas. The DEIS identified 33 miles of forest roads are located within the ‘
sensitive and erodible Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas (page 4-4). These identified

logging and access roads continue “to be chronic sediment sources and would continue to

degrade the water quality and fish habitat within the watershed” (page 4-4).

While the DEIS does present jnformatioﬁ on levels of permanent closures and

- decommissioning activities for each alternative, this information is not translated in a

more understandable format for the reviewer to see if or how each alternative strategy will
restore the project area to Forest Plan standards. - ' '

2) After successful decommissioning activities, how will road closures and

- decommissioned roads remain at current standards throughout the life span of the

closure? Furthermore, how will MNF manage and restrict breachs of road closures
by off highway vehicle (OHV)? :

As identified on page 1-10, a porﬁon of forest of forest road number 3100035, which was
previously closed, was breached. This unregulated and intentional breach allowed all

(%~
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terrain vehicles (ATVS) to cross the Silvies River and have unrestrained access into
Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area As stated on page 3-6, unauthorized “off highway vehicle
(OHV) use is becoming a comcomn” since this vehicle disrurbance is inconsistent with
MNF"s Forest Plan. In addition, unregulated and unsanctioned motorized vehicle use on
public lands is one of the “most intrusive activities” (DEIS, page 3-6) within MNF since it
s meompatible with soil and aguatic resource management, including the project area

Therefore, how will the Forest Service prevent both short and long-term access through B 2

permanent road closures by unauthorized motarized traffic, especially by 4-wheel drive

vehicles (or ATVs), and prevent unrestrained access through streams and sensitive areas?

3) The DEIS reports that Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) states that

more data is needed before the streams in the project area are listed for sediment (page 1- 5ol
13-

21}. It appears that DEQ is only waiting for more collaborative data to confirm §303(d) of
the Clean Water Act (CWA) listing for streams in the project area, like Myrtle Cresk.

Due to on-going high sediment loads and elevated status of stream bed embeddedness,
EPA recommends that any restoration projects should inclode o MONItOMNE Program 1o
supply enough ambient sediment data to sid in resolving DEQ's determination.

Issue #2 — IMPACTS FROM CATTLE GRAZING

1) The FEIS needs to disclose more fully the environmental impacts, including direct, | |3
indirect, and cumulative impacts (40 CFR § 1508.7) from cattle grazing within the |
project area.

At 1 national level, domestic livestock presently graze approximately 91% on all federal
lands m the 11 contiguous western states { Armour et al., 1991: and 1.5, General
Accounting Office, 1998). Within the MNF, cattle grazing has been an on-going,
permitted activity as documented within the Forest Plan. At present, there are eight
grazmg allotments within the project area, grazing an average of 8,853 head months
(DEIS, page 3-34).

Livestock grazing, as is unrestrained access by ATVs, is an environmentally intrusive
activity (DEIS, page 3-6), The thin ribbon of stream and riparian habitats that threads
through arid western areas composed but 0.5 - 1.0% of the Inndlscape (Belsky et al., 1999,
The DEIS acknowledpes that the effects of livestock grazing are more concentrated alomg
stream corridors (page 3-6) than on uplend sites,  Livestock will concentrate where is
forage more readily available, One study found that 81% of the forage consurmed by
cattle was growing within the riparian zone (Roath and Krueger, 1982). The extensive
distuption to riparian areas caused by cattle is more disproportionately damaging than
their often small numbers would indicate. Domestic livestock grazing has damaged
approximately 8% of stream and riparian ecosystems in the western United States
(Belsky et al, 1999). In sum, hvestock grazing i found to involved multiple negative
ecological impacts, mcluding water quality and seasonal quantity, stream chanmel
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| : morphology, hydrolo gy, npanan soils, streambmk vegetatron, and aquatrc Wild]]fe

' smuos1ty and quahty of pool habrtat (DEIS pages 3-10 and 3-11).

- While the DEIS gives focused attention to commercial harvesting, precommercial -

- interior West (Belsky and Blumenthal, 1997). The DEIS briefly states that “fire control, |

future impacts of hvestock gr.azmg activities on riverine, riparian, and upland forest health

T \5;5’
(Belsky et al., 1999).

Currently, streams in the prOJect area are in stressed conditions. Only 30f26 surveyed ’ ‘
stream reaches are currently meet riparian management objectives for large woody debris 13-l
as established by the Forest Plan (page S-23). -Structural i mpacts to. the riparian area and
associated fluvial systems are evident within the project area in the reduction in pool - ’

Resource damages from livestock grazing also extends well beyond the riparian areas.

thinning, and associated fuels treatment activities to reduce high fuels loading conditions, 13-
the effects of livestock grazing on upland forest ecosystem has received scant attention. ‘ :
Numerous studies, some dating back to the 1920s, expose the potential of livestock

grazing on stand dynamics, tree species composition, and upland soils on forests of the

grazing, and timber harvesting within the last 100 years has changed the forest’s species
composition, density, and structure” (page 1-11). However, the DEIS does not address

“the environmental impacts from hvestock grazing sufficiently.

If the two of the express purposes of the Sﬂv1es Canyon Watershed Restoration PI‘O_]eCt
namely, :

-

1) Improve riparian condmons m reaches of streams that do not' presently meet 13 g
npanan Inanagement obJectrves and

2) Improve the health, Vigor, and resﬂrency of vegetation to insects, diseases,
wildfire, and other disturbances, to more closely resemble historical conditions (or
the historic range of vanablhty) n'order to promote long term forest sustainability;

are to be met, then the DEIS needs to evaluate the hlstoncal current -and foreseeable -

condmons

Also, in the DEIS, chapters 3 (Affected Envn'onment) and 4 (Envrronmental .
Consequences) both stress the importance of managing noxious weeds. This silent 29
invasion is a large threat to biodiversity and forage production, dwarfing “potential |
negative impacts posed by the use of chainsaw, doser, or herbivores” ((page 3-37). Here
too, at the landscape and regional scale Tivestock grazing may be the major factor causing
and enhancmg the invasion of noxrous Weeds (Belsky etal, 2000)

The DEIS stated that the effects of cattle grazmg would be mchlded in the cumulative :

effects analysis, Chapter 4. The disclosure in the DEIS of cumulative impactson - - \»" 1o
resources due to livestock grazing within the project area still remains unclear. ‘

Based on Council of Environmental Quality’s (1987) d1rect1ves, how will the MNF-

address direct, indirect, and cumu]auve envrronmental effects by hvestock grazing in the
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study area? In addition, while changes to the permitting process (mumbers, type,

distribution, timing, and duration of livestock grazed) are considered “outside the scope of | |3 19
this project™ (DEIS, page 1-23), critical comprehensive planning strategies, as identified

for this watershed project, should not be deferred untl the time of grazing permit I
reissuance scheduled tentatively set for 2003 to 2005,

2) As a second related item, the term “head month”, needs to be defined in the FEIS
glossary and its abbreviation added to the abbreviation list to aid the reviewer in
furthering understanding of grazing allotments within the project area.

I:J,rll

Isspe #3 — CLEAN WATER ACT SECTION 303(D) PROTOCEL

EPA would like to see the protocol, Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management
Protocol for Addressing Clean Water Act Section 303(d) Listed Waters, disclosed more
fully within the FEIS.

The Forest Service has a role in developing and implementing Total Maximum Daily
Loads (TMDL) for impaired waterbodies on their land, This 3 03{e} Pratocol provides
interim direction to the USFS (and the BLM) on how to address waterbodies which have
been listed pursuant to § 303(d) of the CWA that are on Forest Service (and BLM) lands
while Oregon develops their Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDL) plans. The 303(d)
Protocol directs the Forest Service to;

13 validate that listed streams are impaired;

2} demonstrate that sufficiently stringent management measures are m place w
prevent additional degradation; and

3) 1o proactively develop Water Quality Restoration Plans {WOQRP} and not wait
for the development of a TMDL

The FEIS should explain the purpose of the 303(d) Protecol and what it calls for land |
manager to do (e, the above three directives). -

The FEIS should further explain at what point and how the 303¢d) Pratoco! will be
sddressed and provide more specificity on the steps the MNF will take 1o Implement it.
The DEIS should include specifics on the appilication of the protocol, comparison of g5
priorities for restoration with state priorities for TMDL development and implementation,
coordmation and collsboration with other agencies also doing restoration planning and

activities, and the development of effective feedback and monitoring plans, Monitoring

and feedback should be developed to determine if the goals and restoration work targeted

are moving the watershed towards desired directions.

The DEIS states that Myrtle Creek is listed in the Oregon's 303(d) report for not mecting L et
state water quality standards for temperature. One purpose of the 303(d) Protocol is 1o
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. support State development of TMDLs through early development of WQRPs Plans to
~.develop a TMDL for Myrtle Creek were not stated or described. The Silvies Watershed
- Restoration Project should call on the MNF to develop a WQRP to assist in long-term . N
~ testoration of any 303(d) list stream for existing or high probable (sediment) water quality | '
. standard. A WQRP includes six common elements These six elements which should be
o explamed within the FEIS, are:
' 1) Condition assessment and problem descnptron
2) Goals and Objectives
3) Management actions to achreve objectrves
4) Implementation schedule =~
5) Monitoring/evaluation plan, and
6) Public participation plan = -

Issue #4 — SMOKE MANAGEMENT PROGRAM FOR PRESCRIBED FIRES

 Please provrde in the FEIS an overview of the smoke management program the 1S
Forest Service intends to follow to avoid pubhc health 1mpacts and potential ambient
- air quahty exceedances. : :

EPA’s main concern from prescribed fires is that smoke from the fire will degrade the air
quality, which is a statutory responsibility of EPA. In spite of this concern, EPA
recognizes the valuable role fires play n theecosystem and understands how the past

* practice of fire suppression has had unintended neganve effects. Due to the unhealthy
condition of our public wildlands, -and the increase in unplanned fires, the five major land

-management agencies under the Departments of Agriculture and the Interior conducted a

Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy and Program Review in 1995.. From this
review, they recommended remtroducmg fire (allowmg it to play its natural role) mto
Federal land management programs in “an ongoing and systematic manoer, consistent
with pubhc health and enwronmental quahty cons1derat1ons ?

 Air officials are concerned about the pubhc health rmpacts that may occur ﬁom the smoke
- which can contain many different chemical ‘comnpounds. Smoke also contains particulate
matter, one of the six pollutants for which EPA has set National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). If the NAAQS for particulate matter is exceeded, the EPA is
required to designate the area as a ‘honattamment” area. This designation then imposes
on the State certam legal requzrements to brmg the area back mto attainment.

On May 15 1998 the EPA 1ssued an interim pohcy for addressmg pubhc health and
 welfare impacts caused by wildland and prescribed fires that are managed to achieve
resource benefits. This Intenm Air Quality Policy on Wlldland and Prescribed Fires was
prepared in an effort to integrate the public policy goals of allow:mg fire to function in its
" matural role in iaintaining healthy ecosystems and protecting public health and welfare by
mitigating the impacts of air pollutant emissions on air quality and v1sib1]1ty The policy
was deve]oped with the active mvolvement of stakehiolders, mcludmg the US Department
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of Agriculture. A complete copy of EPA's Inrerim Air Quality Policy on Wildland and
Prescribed Fires is available on line at www.epagovittncaaal/t] /metam27 340, hrml.

This guidance is directed at Federal land managers and State and tribal air quality
managers and was driven by the concemn that there will be exceedances of the NAAGS in
light of plans by Federal land minagers to carry out more prescribed fires. If there is an
exceedance of the NAAQS, the policy allows for EPA discretion In designating an area as
“nonattamment,” but only if the state has in place a smoke management program
Therefore, it is incumnbent on federal land managers to work with the state to ensure they
are pperating in sccordance with any smoke management programs the state iy have in
effect.

A smoke management program may include a number of elements (See Interim Air
Qualiry Policy on Wildland and Prescribed Fires, Section V1, page 17 - Smoke
Management Programs and associnted subsections for more complete descriptions):

1} aprocess to authorize burns,
2) arequirement that land manapers consider alternatives to buming to minimize
air pollutant emissions,
3) a requirement that burn plens include smoke managerment COMPOREnts,
a) actions vo muntitize fire emissions
b) evaluate smoke dispersion
c) actions that will be taken to notify populations snd suthorities proT to
burns and to reduce the exposure of people at sensitive receptors if smoke
mtTusions accur
d) air quality monitaring, especially at sensitive sites
=) & public education and awareness program,
3) a surveillance and enforcement program,
&) periodic review of its program for effectiveness.

The FEIS should describe those elements that are part of your smoke INANAZEMEN!
program. The more specific environmental impacts of the planmed prescribed fires on air
quality and visibility should be discussed in the Environmental Consequences section of
the FEIS. Section V.A.2,b of the interim report, Evaluating Environmental Impacts, lists
seven pieces of information that should be provided.

We would like to mform the Forest Service that the NAAQS for particulate matter was
revised in July 1997 to include a new standard for particles with an aerodynamic diameter
fess than or equal 0 2.5 micrometers (PM, .} and a revised form of the standard for PM,e
However, a 1999 Federal court ruling retained in effect but remanded back to EPA the
NAAQS for PM, ; for further consideration and vacated the revised PM,, NAAQS, The
pre-existing (1987) PM,, stundards remain in effect. The NAAQS for PM, . are 15
microgramms per cubic meter (Lg/m’) on annual basis and 65 P/’ on a 24-hour basis,
The PM,, standards are 50 pg/m’ on an anmval basis and 150 pg/nr’ on a 24-hour basis,
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Table 4-14 (DEIS pg 4-70) compares road densities by alternative. In all action alternatives, subwatersheds
meet or move toward Forest Plan Standards (2.2 mi/mi2 in winter range and 3.2 mi/mi2 in summer range) for
road densities. Alternatives 3 & 4 move the watershed towards the desired future condition road densities (1.0
mi/mi2 in winter range and 1.5 mi/mi?2 in summer range) as described in the Record of Decision, Land and
Resource Management Plan, Malheur National Forest (pg 23) (DEIS pg 2-12). See also the FEIS.

Thank you for your comment. Your comment has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the
administrative record for this project. This discussion has been updated in the FEIS. See also response to
comment 13-1.

The DEIS pg. 4-3 discloses how roads are maintained after closure, decommissioning, and seasonal closures.

The DEIS pg 2-39 states “Roads that have been closed or decommissioned would be monitored over a five-
year period to inspect the effectiveness of the closure or decommissioning and hydrologic function of the
remaining roadway. If monitoring determines the closure or decommissioning is not effective, it would be
corrected to meet objectives.” This discussion has been updated in the FEIS Chapter 2. See also response to
comment 12-25.

The forest is starting a sediment-monitoring program that includes this project area; monitoring for sediment is
described in the FEIS Chapter 2.

Discussion on cumulative effects of grazing is found in the FEIS Chapter 4. See also response to comment 3-5.

The FEIS chapter 3 states, “Large wood in streams is naturally low and generally does not meet Forest Plan
RMOs in the Silvies Project area due to two factors. First, much of the riparian areas are meadows where the
potential for recruiting large wood into the channel is low and large wood must be recruited from forested
areas upstream. Approximately 59% of the surveyed stream reaches in the project area are within meadows or
meadows are the predominant riparian ecosystem type.

Second, large wood RMOs in Forest Plan Amendment 29 may overestimate the potential for large wood in the
Silvies Canyon project area. Forest Plan Amendment 29 RMOs for large wood were developed using data from
research papers, local research in the upper M.F. John Day River watershed, and professional judgment of
Forest staff (R. Gritz pers. com.). However, the southern portion of the Malheur Forest has historically been
less productive than the northern portions. The area was historically (prior to 1900) less forested than
presently. Approximately 20,000 acres were non-forested in the project area compared to the approximately
15,000 acres that are presently classified as non-forested. Trees 80 to 100 years old that correspond to the
expansion of forested areas in the project area are currently 10 to 16” dbh (R. Schwenke pers. comm.). These
trees are now just reaching the size class to be considered as potential large wood. The low number of stream
reaches meeting RMOs indicates that management activities have reduced the quantity of pool habitat in the
project area. Management activities that have reduced pool habitat include livestock grazing and road
construction along ‘C’ and ‘E’ type channels.” See also the effects section in chapter 4 of the FEIS.

Refer to response to comment 13-5.

The purpose and need for action statement has been updated in the FEIS Chapter 1. Refer also to the response
to comment 13-5.

Our inventories indicate that most of the noxious weeds are in areas disturbed by mechanical means, such as
along roads, in landings and in gravel pits. Livestock may be one of the factors in noxious weed invasion, but
does not seem to be a major one. The biggest factor in the Silvies Canyon project area appears to be roads
(human travel) and vehicular travel and equipment use. Houndstongue appears to be the only noxious weed in
our area that is spread by animals. Currently there are no houndstongue sites within the project area.

More discussion on cumulative effects of grazing is found in the final EIS.
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Standards for livestock use are in place in annual operating instructions (AOIs). Refer also to the response to
comment 3-5.

The term HM will not be used in the FEIS. We will use Animal Month (AM), which is a more commonly used
term; it will be defined in the FEIS.

This project has sufficiently stringent BMPs, design features, and management measures (INFISH), to
minimize effects of ground disturbing activities as documented by the following statements (Chapter 4):

»  Stream temperatures are not expected to increase due to harvest activities and downstream reaches
will be monitored on short term and long basis for possible changes.

»  Where riparian shrubs and trees are Killed by fire, aquatic habitat can be adversely affected due to a
short-term decrease in cover and increases in water temperatures.

»  Overall, there is little risk from prescribed fire, but there always is a possibility that fire intensity could
be higher than expected and result in reduced stream shading for short periods of time.

e Conifer removal around aspen may result in slightly higher stream temperatures for 1-3 years. As
aspen re-grow, stream shade would improve beyond the level provided by conifers.

e Livestock grazing is a contributing factor to the degradation of riparian habitat resulting in higher
stream temperatures. Discussions on livestock grazing are limited to Chapter 3 and the cumulative
effects section of Chapter 4 since this is outside the scope of this EIS.

The Malheur N.F. has not been funded for WQRPs in this area therefore they are not done.

The Silvies Canyon Restoration Project has considered the effects of all action and no action alternatives on the
resource and made every attempt to limit negative effects while still attempting to restore the vegetative
component of the resource. Cumulative effects from livestock grazing are also described in the FEIS chapter 4.

Monitoring of temperature, sediment, aquatic habitat and fish populations has been identified and planned for
future years in the project area. (Monitoring section of FEIS, Chapter 2)

The Malheur National Forest has not been funded for WQRPSs in this area therefore they are not done.

The effects on air quality were evaluated in the DEIS on page 4-49. A more in-depth analysis was included in
the FEIS chapter 4 and the Fuels Specialist Report.

We have collaborated with the State of Oregon and developed a memorandum of understanding (MOU).
Forest Service has agreed to 10 provisions. This MOU is documented in the DEIS on page 4-49 and 5-20.
Memorandum of Understanding Between Oregon Department of Environmental Quality, Oregon Department of Forestry, USDI
Bureau of Land Management, and USDA Forest Service, 1994,
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Emigrant Creek Ranger District April 20, 2001

Lor Bailey and Joan Suther, EIS team leaders
James Keniston, District Ranger

HC 74 - Bax 12870

Hines OR 97738

Subject: ONRC comments on the Silvies Canyon DEIS
Dear Mr. Keniston, Ms. Bailey, and Ms. Suther

Flease accept the following comments from Oregon Natural Resources Council Fund
(ONRC) concerning the Silvies Canyon DEIS dated February 2001, ONRC would like to
UTRE you to restore historic vegetation patterns through prescribed fire, grazing
resthictions, and other non-commercial activities while protecting the many values of
inventoried and uninventoried roadless areas. Since there are risks 10 soil, wildlife, water,
and roadless qualities from commercial logging, and since the EIS admits that there is a
high likelihood that no bids will be received in today’s market, we UTEC YOU 1O prepare &
supplemental E1S to address lynx, soil, juniper, grazing and other issues raised in these
comments, and then adopt either the no action alternative, or if appropriate, adopt
alternative 3 — maximum restoration without harvest — modified as follows: no road
building, no cutting of large trees, no juniper cutting in the inventoried or uninventoried
roadiess areas, more road closures, reduced livestock grazing, and conserve options until
maore is known about the needs of lynx.

ROADLESS CONCERNS

There are several uninventonied roadless areas that will be affected by the proposed
Silvies Canvon project. Some of these roadless areas are contiguous with the inventoried |
Myrtle-5ilvies Roadless Area and some of the roadless forest land is separated from the ”
Myrtle Silvies aren by only a single road, but in blocks larger than 1,000 acres making

them ecologically significant. See the attached map of the imventoried roadless area and
unimventoried roadless areas > 1,000 acres Jrom ONRC's GIS system

Commercial thin unit 3,01, juniper removal unit 1.06, and precommercial thin unit 40.01

are ocated wholly or purtially within the inventoried Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area which e
is covered by the Forest Service Roadless Conservation ROD and 36, CFR 294, These

units must be dropped and/or a thorough analysis done considering the multiple criteria

for exempting these areas form the general prohibition on loggng in inventoried roadless

arcas. 36 CFR 294.13.
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f ONRC has identified the following harvest units as located wholly or partially within
uninventoried roadless arcas greater than 1,000 acres

1.06,

3.01,

4.01,4.02, 4.03, 4,05, 4.06,

5.01, 5.02,

6.03, 6,04,

7.01,7.02, 7.03, 7.04, 7.05, 7.06,

B.04, B 05, 8.06, 8.07,

9.01,9.02,

10,01, 10,03, 10.04,

1111, 11.12,

12,01, 12.02, 12.03,

13.01,13.02, 13.03, 13.04 .
14.01, 14.02, 14.03, M
16.01, 16.02, 16,03, 16.04, 16.05, 16.07,

19.01, 19.02, 19.03,

20,06, 20.07,

21.01,21.02, 21.03, 21.04, 21.05, 2106, 21.07, 21.08, 21.09,21.10, 21.11,

22.01,22.02, 22,03, 22.04, 22.05, 22.06,

24.01, 24,42,

25,01, !
32,02, 32.09,

33.03,33.08, 33.09, 33.10, 33.11, 33.13

36,18,

37.01, and 37,02,

All the above units having prescriptions calling for commercial thinning, intermediate
thinning, or juniper removal should be dropped to protect roadless values such as those
described in the USFS roadless Conservation FEIS. The following PCT units are within
uninventoned roadless so they must remain non-commercial prescriptions and they
should be carefully managed 10 avoid harm to roadless values: 4 03, 5.01, 6.04, 7.04,
.06, 8.04, 3.07,9.02, 11.12, 12.01, 12,02, 13.03, 13.04, 16.02, 16,03, 16.04, 19.02,
20.06, 20,07, 21,03, 21,04, 21.10, 22.03, 22.06, 33,09, 33.11, 33.13, 40,01, and 41.01,

The Silvies Canyon DEIS does not address any effects on uninventoried roadless areas.
While we do not object in principle to the use of prescribed fire in the roadless areas, 4+
please refer to our discussion of concerns about the proper use of prescribed fire below "
(beginning on page 10). We do however object to commercial timber harvest in the

uninventoried roadless areas the impact of which are nowhere discussed in the FIS, ]

The Malheur NF should take note that the Rogue River National Forest considered
unroaded areas in the recent Mill Creek DEIS. Although the Rogue River National Forest
should be commended for acknowledging the existence of uninventoried roadless areas in
an EIS, they did not do & good job of analyzing the impact of the proposed project on the
values embodied by the uninventoried roadless areas.

D" 5":1 Page 2 of 13
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- Roadless areas greater than about l OOO acres, whether they have been inventoried or not
 provide valuable natural resource attributes that must be protected. These include: water -

quality; healthy soils; fish and wildlife refugia; centers for dispersal, recolonization, and
restoration of adjacent disturbed sites; reference sites for research; non-motorized, low-
1mpact recreation; carbon sequestration; refugia that are relatively less at-risk from
noxious weeds and other invasive non-native species, and many other significant values.
See Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation FEIS, November 2000, ,
http://roadless.fs.fed.us/. This project involves activities in such unroaded areas. The

'NEPA analysis for this project does not adequately discuss the i impacts of proposed

activities on all the many sxgmﬁca.nt values of roadless areas.

It is possible to walk (for example) from 1n51de many units of this timber sale to the
interior of recognized roadless areas without ever crossmg a road Thls makes these units
roadless. :

Roadless area boundaries are an issue that has never been validated in any NEPA

process. Only arbitrary Forest Service designation, outside of any public appeal -

- opportunity, has set these boundaries. A$ part of this NEPA analysis, the roadless

boundaries should be vahdated ThlS is addressed clearly by the Callferma v. Block .

‘ dec1s1on and others..

~ An action does not have to occur ms1de a RARE H boundary to affect a roadless area,

because RARE II is not the final word on roadless lands. As the Forest Service is
abundantly aware, the court ruled in California v. Block that actions affecting wilderness
status could not rely on RARE II. The court ruled that RARE II did not comply with
NEPA and “was inadequate to support the non-wrldemess designations of the disputed
areas and therefore violated NEPA.” In the present case, the Forest Service is relying on
an 1lleg1t1mate RARE II boundary of this roadless area to support its contention that
logging may oceur inde facto roadless land without aﬁ'ectlng ﬁlture wilderness
designation. : .,

Further, the Forest Service Washmgton Ofﬁce ruled in its appeal de01s1on of the Idaho
Panhandle Forest Plan Appeal that roadless areas must be evaluated mdmdually When
loggmg 18 to occur in them.

The fact that several of the units of this tlmber sale do not fall within the RARE I
boundary but do fall adjacent to it and undivided from it by any road requires the Forest

- Service to address roadless i 1mpacts per the NPMA and to acknowledge to the pubhc the
effects to the roadless resource.

The DEIS failed to cons1der the s1gn1ﬁcant environmental lmpacts of proposed activities

in umnventoned roadless areas.
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There are at least 8 livestock grazing allotment mthe planning area for this project. Page 3-18 of
~ the DEIS admits that tree density and diversity increased with the advent of grazing (and fire
control). The DEIS speaks at length about fire exclusion and the need to cut trees to address 4

~overstocked stands, but the DEIS does not address the need to exclude livestock to restore

natural vegetation profiles. The DEIS describes the effects “on” range resources but fails to
disclose or analyze the effects “of” livestock on forest health and the desired future condition of

vegetation composition.

This project does nothing to address the threat that livestock grazing causes to foreStAhealth.
There is virtually no point in trying to mechanically reduce tree density unless you deal with

other underlying causes of overstocking, e.g. Iivestock grazing.

- Grazing reduces the density and vigor of :gra_ssés which us:iially outcompete tree seedlings,

leading to dense stands of fire-prone small trees. Cows also decrease the abundance of fine fuels
- which are necessary to carry periodic, low intensity ground fires. This reduces the frequency of
fires, but increases their severity. See Belsky, A.J., Blumenthal, D.M., “Effects of Livestock »
Grazing on Stand Dynamics and Soils in Upland Forest of the Interior West,” Conservation

- "“Biologyf,- 11(2), April 1997. httpi//www._onda.qrg/Archives_/Fb’rpstGrazing.}htm

- The EA failed to address these issues and failed to consider alternative ways of avoiding these
- impacts by not grazing. The combination of fire suppression, past high-grading, and livestock
grazing together caused the overstocked condition of the stands in the analysis area. Logging
and prescribed fire will only partially address the problem. To be effective, livestock grazing
‘must also be eliminated. Grazing and logging cause cumulative effects that must be considered

~ together in one NEPA document.

SNAGS AND CAVITY DEPENDENT SPECIES

Currently there are only about 1 snag per acre in the planning area which can support

only 40% of the potential population of cavity dwellers. DEIS page 3-53. In addition, the

DEIS indicates that mixed conifer stands may be deficient in down woody debris.

- Removing lots of trees (i.e. future snag habitat and down woody debris) as proposed in
the DEIS (plus felling snags for safety reasons as always happens) will only exacerbate

the problem. ' ; o . - :

Bats, martens, woodpeckers, bears, and many other species are dependant upon snags.
Current direction for protecting and providing snags does not meet the needs of the many
species associated with this unique and valuable habitat component. See PNW Research
Station, “Dead and Dying Trees: Essential for Life in the F orest,” Science Findings, Nov.
1999 (http://www.fs.fed. us/pnw/sciencef/scifi20.pdf) (“Management implications:

~ Current direction for providing wildlife habitat on public forest lands does not reflect

findings from research since 1979; more snags and dead wood structures are required for -

foraging, denning, nesting, and roosting than previously thought.”)
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- Snags should be carefully inventoried by species, size, decay status quallty, and location . J
- during project planmng, and they should be treated as “special habitats” and given special \\;lf‘
- protection durmg ‘project planning and implementation (i.e. keep workers out of the
' vicinity of snags so that OSHA doesn’t order them cut). The EA does not adequately
address the need to protect and provide snag habitat.

The snag retention requn'ements in the apphcable management plan Standards &

- Guidelines for this project fail to retain enough snags to provide habitat for viable
populations of cavity dependent species. Since snags. have a patchy spatial distribution,
surveys to determine snag abundance require very large sample sizes relative to other
general vegetation surveys. This was not recogmzed until relatively recently, so most past

. surveys conducted to determine natural snag abundance have therefore grossly
~ underestimated the true abundance of snags. This has lead the agency to underestimate
~ the number of snags necessary to protect species. This new information must be disclosed-
‘and documented in a supplemental DEIS and 1t requlres a forest plan amendment

The agency must do away with the caveat that they will protect snags except where they _
create a safety hazard.” This is based on a false choice between snags and safety. The - g S
~ agency can simply buffer snags from activities that involve unprotected workers, then all k
ecologically important snags can be protected. The agency must consider this as an
alternative to their proposed “management by caveat.” An example of this was the
Umpqua National Forest, Cottage Grove Ranger District’s 2001 decision to remove a
picnic table near Moon Falls in order to avoid placing the public in a hazardous situation
~ with respect to a nearby snag. Slmllarly, the agency here should save the snags by
avoxdmg the act1v1ty in the hazard zone around the ¢ snags

A\
- The EA must at leas&dxsclose how many large snags w111 be protected vs. felled for safety ™ ‘
~ under the preferred alternatlve
SOILS CONCERNS
Accordmg to the reglonal guldehnes SOIIS in 80% of an act1v1ty area must be maintained in a 1
non-compacted non-displaced, and non—puddled condition. Soils must be “maintained,” not Cighs

“mitigated” or “restored” to attain that objectlve Mitigation should not be used as an excuse for
- v1olatlon of the reg10na1 soﬂ gundelmes :

Scarification, ripping, and subsolhng does not aIIeVIate the followmg negatlve impacts, /
therefore not completely mitigating: L cl | 3
' |
*  compaction of soil and alteration of the soil eoosystem M7
* alteration of hydrology, water storage, flow, timing, from soil compaction,
o alteration or loss of native plant communities, and tendency to create conditions
which favor noxious weeds or other non-native plants;’
- e disruption of soil foodweb and biotic communities that serve 1mportant soﬂ functions -
and processes such as aeration, nutrient cyclmg, : S
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 Soil productivity must be,,zealéus}y gﬁafdcd in order to prb‘tect our forests for future

generations. This project will cause unacceptable impacts to soil resources. Use of

ground-based logging equipment almost always compacts soil causing reduced site | W "
productivity, drastically altered soil food web relationships, reduced infiltration, and '
increase surface runoff. Spring burning can also be very harmful to soil and the thousands

of creatures that live all or part of their lives in the soil profile. The DEIS needs to

consider these impacts and consider alternative ways to avoiding these impacts.

‘Ground-based logging causes highef incidences of root damage and scarring of residual

trees (compared to skyline systems). Kellog, L., Han, HL.S., Mayo, J., and J. Sissel, -2

- “Residual Stand Damage from Thinning— Young Standeiversity Study,” Cascade

Center for Ecosystem Management.

Soil disturbance caused by logging also causes erosion that adversely impacts both soil

and water resources. The existing level of soil disturbance has not been measured and : »
disclosed in the DEIS so the Agency cannot say with any factual basis whether forest M 4
plan standards will be met. This is arbitrary and capricious. Existing soil impacts must be

measured and future impacts estimated so that an adequate cumulative effects analysis :

can be prepared and included in a supplemental EIS.

JUNIPER

.‘ ' . : ‘ . : PR : . ’ o, . ' . , z
The DEIS cited the Belsky paper on juniper, but failed to address its main points. The 't

scientific basis for juniper control is highly questionable.

Many ranchers, rangeland managers, and range scientists in the Pacific Northwest
consider western juniper (Juniperus occidentalis Hook.) to be an invading weed

that reduces water infiltration, dries up springs and streams, increases erosion,
reduces biodiversity, and reduces the quality and quantity of forage for livestock

and wildlife species. Although there is little scientific evidence supporting most of
these beliefs, they are currently being used as rationales for controlling juniper on
public and private lands. Similar views were held about pinyon-juniper Uy
woodlands in the Southwest and Great Basin from the 1940's through the 1960, \
when efforts were also made to control woodland :
expansion. R

Pressures to control the further spread of western juniper and reduce its density in

. woodlands are increasing. Because of the paucity of information on the
environmental effects of western juniper expansion in the Northwest, this-paper -
primarily reviews evidence from earlier studies of pinyon-juniper woodlands in

- the Southwest and Great Basin. These studies rejected similar assumptions about
the deleterious effects of pinyon-juniper expansion on ecosystem properties and
call into question current rationales for controlling western juniper in the ‘

~ Northwest. These studies also suggest that while the expansion of juniper might
alter species composition and decrease herbaceous biomass in grassiands and :
shrublands, they have few detrimental effects on streamflow, aquatic organisms, \Jr
soil properties, or wildlife habitat. | | |
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. while the expanswn of Jumper might alter species composition and decrease
o 'herbaceous biomass in grasslands and shrublands, they have few detrimental -

* effects on streamflow, aquatic orgamsms soil properties, or wildlife habitat. .
[P]opular conclusions about junipers ignore many of the complex1t1es of natural
ecosystems, including the following: '

‘1. In arid and semi-arid climates, most snow— and rain-water srmply
recharges the soil column; little excess is avallable to move downslope to
streams (Hibbert 1983, West 1984)

2. Herbaceous plants and shrubs that replace trees also mtercept rain and
snow, reducing the amount of water reaching the ground;
3. Replacement plants also transplre and deplete soil water (Clary et al.
1974, Brown l987a)
4. Tree removal exposes the soil and understory plants to direct sunlight,

~ causing elevated temperatures and increased evapotransplratlon (Clary et

-al. 1974, Everett and Sharrow 1985); ‘ ; '

5. Tree removal exposes soils and understory plants to more wind, which

_increases evapotransplratlon (Everett and Sharrow 1985); and

6. In areas where water is in excess of that needed to recharge the soil, this

water may go to'shallow aquers rather than to streams (Hibbert 1983).
In other words, studies showing that junipers. intercept precipitation and transpire
water (Y oung and Evans 1987, Eddleman and Miller 1992) cannot be used to
conclude that this lost water would have ended up in streams and- springs. To do
so, water budgets of Jumper-dommated and 3umpen—free sites would have to be
compared, or long-term changes in streamﬂow followmg juniper removal
measured L A ;

A JOY BELSKY Vrewpomt Western ]umper expansron Isita threat to arid

- northwestern ecosystems? Journal of Range Management 49:53-59 January 1996,

pp. 53- 59. http //www onda org/Archlves/BelskyJumper html

Livestock, by further decreasmg herbaceous cover, cause many of the same effects, and

‘many more that are far more deleterious. We. propose the agency remove livestock before.

controlhng juniper. By removing hvestock maybe the herbaceous component can
increase enough to carry fire and reestabhsh a mosalc of fire drlven seral development

A supplemental DEIS should be prepared to dxscuss Whether removmg livestock and

~ removing roads would be as effective or more effective than j juniper control in restormg

hydrologlc ﬁmctron, ﬁre ecology, and vegetatlon composxtlcn ,

. LYNX'CONCERNS |

The “NO EPFECT” finding for lynx is hlghly questronable The BE says that lynx

habitat is always associated with subalpine fir and spruce. This is incorrect. Lynx are
often assoc1ated with Rocky Mountam comfer which is a much broader vegetation type
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,whwh this prOJeot clearly falls 'Wlthm, and this pro;eet is also h1ghly l1kely to result ina
~ decline in the population of spec1es likely to be preyed upon by lynx. The BE raises an
- inference that lynx do not occur in the state of Oregon (by saying that further surveys and . Y
 research is needed before considering lynx to be self-mamtammg in Oregon), butit can \‘4_
“be just as easily said that further research is needed before lynx can be considered
extlrpated in Oregon and before considering all lynx in Oregon to be transient individuals
‘as is often implied in the BE. The decision-maker and the public have been mislead by
the BE and DEIS d1scussxon concemmg the hkely 1mpacts of this project on lynx. ’

The Oregon Natural Resources Councﬂ is greatly disturbed over the impacts the Silvies
Canyon project could have on lynx, a federally listed ‘species. ‘We are also concerned

“with the lack of analysis the Draft Environmental Tmpact Statement gives to lynx and - U
lynx habitat and feel it misses several factors that are crucial to the survival of the M
species. The Silvies Canyon DEIS gives merely cursory attention to lynx. It does not

-take a close look at the possibility of lynx- occurring in the project area and therefor fails
to analyze potential impact the proposed action could have on lynx.

The ONRC believes that the pro;ect area is potentlally lynx habltat What is mapped as
lynx habitat is constantly being changed and/or redefined. The Forest Service knows
very little about lynx habitat associations (Forest Service GTR RM-254, 1994 and the

~ Science Team Report) and quite elearly faces the dilemma of conserving lynx with little
knowledge of their habitat needs or ecology. In light of this lack of information on lynx
both the Science Team Report (page 6 chapter 1) and the Lynx Conservation Assessment
and Strategy (see the Executive Summary and on Page 75) adopt the need to “err on the A
side of conservation”. ‘ / , M

“The DEIS for Sllv1es¢Canyon has taken the opposite approaoh The Forest Service has
tried to downplay the lynx issue in this document and has failed to consider several
important facts. First, under the new mapping direction (From the Lynx Biology Team in -
their 8/22/00 letter) the Silvies Canyon project area meets the cut off criteria for Iynx -
habitat: it is above 4000 feet in elevation and is within the Rocky Mountain Conifer
Type “outer boundary” set by MeKelvey in Fi ig. 8.19 in the Science Team Report.
Additionally most of the forest in the project area is of the Western Ponderosa or’ Grand

'Fir/ Douglas Fir subtypes of the Rocky Mountain Conifer Type. These subtypes have

- shown a strong association with lynx occurrence reports for North East Oregon. Ofthe
33 occurrence records here 27 (about 82%) fall wnhm these subtypes

Secondly, there are good quality reports of lynx reasonably close to the project area. In
1997, less than 20 air miles to the west of the project there was a sighting of a lynx by a _
Forest Service biologist and two other Forest Service employees The USFWS ratesthe | .- 2
reliability of this sighting as “very good”. Roughly the same distance east of the project \
area there is a confirmed report of a lynx that was trapped in 1993 and a “good”
reliability sighting. There are historically confirmed reports of lynx from both Grant and
-Harney counties, but this record is incomplete and lacks, among other things, predatory
bounty records from these counties (The ONRC expects to have this information soon).
Also ofi mterest is the 1942 “Est1mate Wlldhfe Census’ ﬁ'om the OChOCO National \4
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Forest’s Big Summit District which predicts that there are twenty lynx on the district. ' TM

- We have been unable to produce any of these type of reports from the Malheur

The DEIS fails to show us the whole plcture on Iynx and presents only the facts that meet
its goal of ignoring lynx and proceeding with the pro;ect The ONRC believes its
analysis is biased and incomplete. Lynx should receive proper ana1y51s before this
project can proceed We ask that the Forest Service revisit its mapping of this area for
lynx habitat and keep the followmg concerns m mind when continuing to develop this
project: : :

1. The project involves habitat fragmentation: Fragmentatlon of habitat is a very
plausible reason for the dubious status of lynx in the state of Oregon and across the
southern portion of their range. Habitat Fragmentatlon can impact lynx by directly
destroying habitat, favoring generalist species over lynx, and facilitating the access of
competitors into lynx habitats where they are normally excluded in natural
environments. Habitat fragmentation can be especially damaging to lynx in the
southern part of their range. This project will fragment habitat by construction and
reconstructing roads and through timber harvest. The Oregon Natural Reso_urces

. Council is especially concerned with the increase in the ability of species that -
compete with lynx to access and use the project area that this fragmentation will
facilitate. :

2. The project will impact lynx prey: Data is lacking on the food habits of lynx in
Oregon and this represents a critical research need. It is well accepted that lynx are
dependant on snowshoe hares as a prey base but in the southern portions of lynx
range (especially in the western mountains, where this project occurs) squirrels may
always be an impertant part of lynx diet. It is critical to understanding how this
project may impact lynx to examine how it will impact lynx prey. The DEIS ignores
this critically important potential impact. Forest Service researcher Evelyn Bull
(1999) has shown that the types of logging proposed in thé prOJect could impact lynx

prey.

The Drolcct will facilitate increased human access to lynx habitat: Increased human
access into lynx habitat is seen by the USFWS as a ‘significant threat to the continued
existence of lynx in the lower 48 states”. Minimal human disturbance is important to
lynx denning sites and security from such disturbance is seen as a requirement for
establishing lynx refugia. The increased area use, road construction/reconstruction,
fragmentation, skid trails, and logging resulting from this project will create a
potential for increased human access into the project area. This could be harmful to
lynx especially when this project is held cumulatively with the increased human
access facilitated by other projects on the district and sunoundmg lands. A lynx
mortality east of the project area resulted from trapping in 1993. Trapping in the
pro;ect area could increase if one of the actxon alternatlves is 1mp1emented

(F%]

4. The nrmect will 1mnact Iynx habitat: Lynx Tequire an mosa.lc of forest conditions.
They rely on early successmnal phases for huntmg, cover for secunty, prey stalkmg,

066
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and travel, and late successional forests for denning. Lynx seem to require these
habitat types in continuity, preferring to move from denning to foraging areas and
from den to den in mature forests. The EIS should discuss the impacts of each
. alternative on each of these components of lynx habitat. We are especially concerned
- with the potential impacts to travel habitat and the harvest units that may be located
on ridges and saddles or next to previously harvested areas, burns or meadows.

5. The project could destabilize lynx metapopulation structure: Lynx in Oregon are
likely to exist ina ~ metapopulation (see the lynx Draft BA). Based on lynx
occurrence records the project area is a potentially important area for dispersing lynx
and the project could impact this structure. This project includes activities that will
fragment lynx habitat and could create barriers to lynx movement. The EIS should

~address how each alternative of the project will affect lynx metapopulation structure.
The EIS should discuss what the results of this will be on metapopulation structure,
especially when the project is held cumulatively with the many other projects in lynx
habitat in the state. Each action alternative could impact the ability of lynx to form a
stable metapopulation, which requires the lynx to be able to move between habitat
patches. This needs to be addressed in both a project specific and a cumulative sense.

- Prescribed fire

ONRC generally supports the use of prescribed fire to re-establish natural fire and fuel
regimes. However, we also feel that fire must be used appropriately. Few fires occurred
- in the spring under natural conditions and serious adverse effects on plants and animals
could occur form the overuse of fire at the wrong time of year. Arthur R. Tiedemann,
James O. Klemmedson, Evelyn L. Bull recently suggested: ‘
- that a broader array of resource questions be considered before prescribed burning
~ is implemented. We think the objectives of prescribed burning must be clearly
defined and realistic estimates stated for out- comes for all affected resources. If
the objective is to restore forest health, then we suggest that forest productivity,
- wild- life, biodiversity, and other resources and values are as much a part of the
. forest health equation as are the structure of a forest stand and its tolerance to fire.
Thus, management aimed at returning forests to an open, seral condition should
be carefully evaluated from the perspective of all the key resources and values.
* % k- o , :

we question how well presettiement forest conditions are undérstood. How

pervasive was the influence of fire throughout forests of the Blue Mountains? Hall - |

(1976) indicates that the ponderosa pine/pinegrass (Calamagrostis rubescens
Buckl) association was burned by surface fires at 7+10-year intervals. Of 22
habitats now dominated by grand fir and subalpine fir (Abies lasiocarpa (Hook.)
Nutt.) listed by Johnson and Clausnitzer (1992), however, only three were
historically seral ponderosa pine that were burned by periodic surface fires
(personal communication, Dr. F.C. Hall, Pacific Northwest Region, USDA Forest
% %k %k i
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~ Aprimary concern whenever prescrrbed ﬁre is used in forest management is loss
~ - of nutrients and 1mparred site productivity. . . . If sites are harvested and residues
~ are burned, not only will nutrients removed in trees be lost, but also —
potentlally— much of the nutrient pool in slash and forest floor, depending on
burning conditions. Thus, the potentral to adversely affect long-term site
' productmty is always present. : :
® %k % : . .
- The consequences of large-scale prescrlbed burmng on wrldhfe in the Pacific
~ Northwest are largely unknown because studies have been limited to investigating
the effects of small prescribed burns on specific species for a relatively short time
after burning. The potential effects of prescribed burning on a landscape scale
should be examined carefully to determine if the changes caused by prescribed
burning are compatlble with other management ob]ectlves for Wlldhfe

Tredernann, AR, Klemmedson, J O .and Evelyn L. BuIl Solutzon of forest health

- problems with prescribed Fire: Are forest productivity and wildlife at rzsk7 Forest.
 Ecology and Management 127 (2000) 118 3, ‘
. http://147.46.94. 112/forestﬁre/f14 20001271301 pdf These issues do not. appear to have

o been addressed i n, the DEIS.

No Road-building Please
 This project involves 15-18 miles of new road construction.

Nothing is worse for sensitive wildlife than a road. Over the last few decades,
studies in a variety of terrestrial and aquatic- ecosystems have demonstrated that

many of the mpst pervasive threats to brologrcal drversrty habitat destruction and

fragmentation, edge effects, exotic species invasions, pollution, and overhunting -

 are aggravated by roads. Roads have been implicated as mortality sinks for

- animals ranging from snakes to wolves; as displacement factors affectmg animal

 distribution and movement patterns; as population fragmenting factors; as sources
of sediments that clog streams and destroy fisheries; as sources of deleterious

_edge effects; and as access corridors that encourage development logging and

- poaching of rare plants and animals. Road-burldmg in National Forests and other

~ public lands threatens the exxstence of de facto erderness and the specres that

depend on wilderness.
http Iwww. wrldrocktes org/WﬂdCPR/reports/ECO-EFFECTS-ROADS html

See also NRDC Report: “End of the Road: The Adverse Ecologrcal Impacts of Roads and
Logging: A Compilation of Independently Revrewed Research” (1999) whmh dlscusses
- the fact that roads; . r
-1. Harm Wildlife- : :
2. Spread Tree Diseases and Bark Bectles
3. Promote Insect Infestations . =~ :
4. Cause Invasion by Harmful Non-natxve Plant and Ammal Specles
‘ ,5 Damage Sorl Resources and Tree Grewth B

DEB
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6. Adversely Impact Aquatxc Ecosystems :

g
Table 4-15 on page 4- 71 of the DEIS has a nice outhne of the general effects of roads on Niad

wildlife but the site-specific effects of each proposed road segment in this sale area are
still lackmg :

Weeds

The invasive weed sites in the analysrs area and along all log and gravel haul routes ' .
should be fully inventoried and documented as part of the NEPA process for this project . M- > 1
In the absence of valid and complete weed survey information, harvest and road and fuel

treatment activities planned as part of this project nnght exacerbate the problem instead

of contain it. , .

“We find it highly unlikely that conducting ground dlsturblng actxvmes OVer so many
acres of tlus planning are will not make the weed problems worse instead of better. These
weeds are “a slow motion explosmn” that should not be taken lightly. It is often better to
just close roads and avoid ground disturbing activities while sendmg Crews in to do hand-
pullmg of weed infestations as necessary : ~ v

M-t

Page 3-41 of the DEIS dlscusses some management actlons that could limit the spread of
“ weeds, but it is unclear whether or how these potential management actions were
‘incorporated into the NEPA alternatrves The management actions discussed also leave
out some reasonable alternatives, such as avmdmg ground dlsturbmg activities such as
yarding and grazing, ands requiring pressure washmg of all vehicles, not Just off-road
vehicles. ' :

M}“‘l

| ECONOMIC ANALYSIS Wl

“The economic analysrs needs to be clanﬁed The DEIS says that preferred alternative 2
has a positive net present value of about$65, 000, yet ‘thlS estimate, spread over the
30,000-40,000 acres of activities with all the uncertainties associated with
implementation and market fluctuations, must have a huge confidence interval. It would
be useful to know the conﬁdence that the FS has in that ﬁgure '

ASPEN RESTORATION

We Ob] ect to the adoptlon of a forest plan amendment that would allow cuttmg trees over

21 inches dbh to enhance aspen stands. The photo on page 3-14 of the DEIS looks more :

like aspen encroaching on an old-growth pine stand rather than the reverse, as claimed. - y-M
- Those pine trees have been here 100 long to be certain they are the product of human

intervention. Aspen can co-exist with conifers and we can be sure that the stands will be

reset by ﬁre eventually, s0 let’s Just leave the larger trees.

D-49
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‘We also object “to commerctal

s - BIG GAI\IE GaE L

- , Smcerely,

of‘ comfer that may be cut m RHCAs These: trees
must be left live if large and irdled) 1f maller or: leﬁ on the ground as

LWD for the stream and the soil and w

"Habltat effectlveness for b1g game especrally in terms of cover and road dens1ty is
3 currently not in comphance in large portlons of the planmﬂg area How did this happen?

CONFU SION

~ The proposal is confusmg rnaklng the effects analysrs hard to use. We are unclear '
~ whether road 3700117 will be closed or open after the project. It has been identified as a
“problem road that bleeds sedlment dlrectly mto a stream but since the preferred :
", alternative'is a combmatlon of alternatives _4>(whlch leaves the road open) and 10 (whrch
~ closes the'road), we are unclear on the intended outcome. Please close the road to protect .
‘the stream. The entire roads analysis on pages 4-11 though 4-16is unclear because of the.

merged preferred alternative. The road densi yfdlscussmn stamng on page 4-68 is also

“unclear for the same reason. Iust know that we favor the maxrmum road closures

| :Doug Helken

Western Oregon F 1e1d Representatlve |

,‘:e{’—% |

1 - H"l

Attachment map of the. mventoned and umnventoned roadless areas around the Myrtle- o

' Srlv1es mventoned roadless area :
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14-1.

14-2.

14-3.

14-4,

14-5.

14-6.

14-7.

Appendix D

For the Forest Service, the definition of roadless areas is “t bse areas identified in a set of inventoried roadless
area maps, contained in Forest Service Roadless Area Conservation Final Environmental Impact Statement,
Volume 2, dated November 2000, which is held at the National headquarters of the Forest Service, or any
update, correction, or revision of those maps” (66 FR 65802). These areas came from the FEIS Land and
Resource Management Plan, Malheur National Forest Appendix C. The Malheur National Forest is not
proposing boundary changes to those identified in the Roadless Area Conservation FEIS. The request to make
these units “roadless” is therefore out the scope of this project FEIS.

All action alternatives in the DEIS were developed not to preclude implementation of National Forest System
Land and Resource Management Planning regulations at 36 CFR 219 (65 FR 67514, November 9, 2000),
Administration of the Forest Development Transportation System regulations at 36 CFR 212 and Forest
Service Transportation Administrative Policy (66 FR 3206, January 12, 2001), and Roadless Area Conservation
regulations at 36 CFR 294 (66 FR 3244, January 12, 2001). Since the DEIS, interim direction for Roadless Area
Protection was published in the Federal Register on August 22, 2001 (66 FR 44111) and Forest Transportation
System Analysis and Roadless Area Protection on December 20, 2001 (66 FR 65796). This direction was used
for alternative development and management of roadless areas in the FEIS. Inventories to consider areas that
might be eligible for wilderness designation are done as part of Forest Plan revision. The Malheur Forest Plan
revision process is due to start in fiscal year 2004. The current criteria used for these areas are found in Forest
Service Handbook 1909.12 — Land and Resource Management Planning Handbook, Chapter 7.

Commercial thin unit 3.01 and juniper removal unit 1.06 are not wholly or partially within the Myrtle-Silvies
Roadless Area, they are adjacent to it. The effects of proposed commercial thinning and juniper removal
adjacent to the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area for each alternative are found in Chapters 3 and 4 of the DEIS.
This discussion has been updated in the FEIS.

Precommercial thin unit 40.01 is wholly within the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area. Proposed precommercial
thinning and associated fuels treatment (hand piling and burning) within roadless areas meets the interim
direction for Roadless Area Protection, as published in the Federal Register on August 22, 2001 (66 FR 44111).
Specifically, the exception is for cutting of generally small diameter trees, which maintains or improves roadless
characteristics. Proposed precommercial thinning of small diameter trees, (less than 9” dbh) and hand piling
and burning thinning slash piles on 729 acres of potential bald eagle winter roost areas would improve habitat
for the bald eagle, a threatened species, and move towards restoring ecosystem composition and structure, thus
reducing the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire effects. The effects of proposed precommercial thinning within
the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area for each alternative are found in Chapters 3 and 4 of the DEIS. This
discussion has been updated in the FEIS.

Analysis of the roadless characteristics of the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area has been expanded in the FEIS. See
also Response number 14-1.

This long list of units is not within the roadless area. See also response to comment 14-1.

Roadless inventories were done as part of the development of the 1990 Malheur National Forest Land and
Resource Management Plan. The areas you indicated were considered in that inventory and were not included
in a roadless area. The areas you indicated that are within the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project
Area were allocated to MA 1/2 - General Forest, MA 4A — Big Game Winter Range, MA 10 — Semi-Primitive
Non-Motorized Recreation Area, MA 13 — Old Growth, and MA 14M — Visual Corridors. The decision was
made in the ROD for the Forest Plan; therefore, it is outside the scope of this project. It may be considered in
the Forest Plan revision (see also response to 14-1).

See Response to comment 14-1.
See Response to comment 14-1.
Roadless area boundaries have been through several NEPA processes: the 1972 Roadless Area Review and

Evaluation (RARE), the 1979 RARE I, and the 1990 Malheur Land and Resource Management Plan.
Additionally, a DEIS and FEIS were prepared for the Roadless Area Conservation regulation in 2000. The
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1990 Malheur Land and Resource Management Plan decision had a public appeal opportunity under which the
Forest received 15 appeals.

The DEIS and FEIS are following the direction and decisions made in the 1990 Malheur National Forest Land
and Resource Management Plan which met the court ruled requirements identified in California v. Block. Also
see Response number 14-4.

The DEIS page 3-18 refers to the increase in juniper and ponderosa pine encroachment on historically non-
forest lands. See also response to comment 3-5.

The cumulative effects from grazing have been updated in the FEIS Chapter 4. See also response to comment
3-5.

The cumulative effects from grazing have been updated in the FEIS Chapter 4. See also response to comment
3-5. The effects of grazing on the vigor and density of grass were updated in the FEIS. However, current
utilization standards leave fuel on the ground. Observations over the past 15 years show that livestock grazing
has not stopped the spread of wildfires.

Periodic moderate disturbance usually increases the density and vigor of bunchgrass, whether from historical
disturbances such as fire, or from grazing by ungulates. Over grazing by ungulates can reduce the density and
vigor of grasses. Whether historically grasses out competed trees due to greater density and vigor in this area is
not known. It is more likely there were fewer trees and more grasses, because grasses respond favorably to
periodic low intensity fire, while conifer trees require a favorable seed year.

The FEIS was updated to include conditions as they relate to DecAID (Mellen et al. 2003). DecAlID is an
internet-based computer program being developed as an advisory tool to help federal land managers evaluate
effects of management activities on wildlife species that use dead wood habitats. DecAlD includes
recommendations for snags of all sizes. Chapter 2 of the FEIS states, “Retain all snags... Snags, which are
deemed a hazard to operations, may be felled, but should be left to provide down logs...” No snags are
designated for harvest in this project. In addition to shags, no downed logs would be harvested. Green trees
would be left at basal areas averaging 50-60 ft2/ac. after treatment (higher in corridors and untreated areas) to
provide for replacement snags in the future. All action alternatives would retain green replacement trees above
Forest Plan standards to provide for management of future snag and down log levels at or above Forest Plan
standards. The proposed level of green tree replacements in all action alternatives would allow for management
of snags and down wood at the 50% to 80% tolerance level or higher for white-headed woodpecker and closer
to the 50% tolerance level for pileated woodpecker. Effects of harvest on future snags and downed wood and
the effects of snag removal for safety reasons are further discussed in the FEIS Chapter 4.

DecAlD (Mellen et al. 2003) was used to compare both existing conditions and the current direction for snag
and down log management to the effects of the alternatives. DecAlD suggests that the Forest Plan standard for
snag density lies between the 50% to 80% tolerance level for white-headed woodpecker and well below the
50% tolerance level for pileated woodpeckers (see Chapter 3 of the FEIS for more information). However, the
Forest Plan and the Regional Foresters Forest Plan Amendment # 2 provides the standards used for snags and
downed wood levels needed to provide for 100% potential population levels. The Forest Service would
monitor post management snag numbers and may mitigate with snag creation in designated areas. Mitigations
and monitoring for snags are described in FEIS chapter 2. Reintroduction of fire in the ecosystem is expected
to create a limited number of snags, which should replace those burned. Effects to snags are described in the
FEIS chapter 4.

Snag surveys were conducted in this area as disclosed in Chapter 3 of the FEIS. Only hard snags were
inventoried in the size classes above the Regional Foresters Amendment #2 minimum size class (15” dbh)
(DEIS page 3-53). The soft snags would be protected where possible. Mitigations to protect snags are in FEIS
chapter 2. The effects of snag removal for safety reasons are discussed in the FEIS Chapter 4. Please also see
response to 14-13.

Public safety is the overriding concern for the Forest Service and will not be compromised in high public use
areas such as along roads. Snags around landings and roadways pose a threat to human safety and would be
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removed. Since there is no intent to harvest snags, the attempt to avoid them as much as possible would be
employed.

This is an unknown at this time. Roadways and potential landing sites have not been inventoried for hazard
trees. Under the current firewood cutting policy, snags within 150’ of open roads are available to the general
public for firewood. While the number of snags to be removed for safety reasons is unknown the expected

effects of this removal are discussed in the FEIS Chapter 4.

See FSM 2520, R-6 Supp. No. 2500.98-, which speaks of “the cumulative detrimental effects from project
implementation and restoration.” The FEIS, chapter 3 fully describes the existing soil conditions. Briefly, soil
quality standards have been met in about 99% of the units according to the sampling.

Mitigation does not have to be complete. “Soil quality is maintained when soil compaction, displacement,
puddling, burning, erosion, loss of organic matter and altered soil moisture regime are maintained within
defined standards and guidelines.” FSM 2520, R-6 Supp. No. 2500.98-1.

The effects to soil properties are described in the FEIS chapter 4.

While it is true that ground based logging potentially causes more incidents of root damage compared to
skyline systems, compliance with the soil quality standards and guides will minimize damage to the soils and
soil ecosystems (FSM 2520, R-6 Supp. No. 2500.98-1). The standards and guidelines are designed to
“manage...lands under ecosystem management principles without permanent impairment of land productivity
and to maintain or improve soil and water quality.” Refer also to the FEIS chapter 4.

Existing soil conditions have been assessed by transecting and traversing units (see Soils Existing Conditions,
Chap. 3). The largest source of soil erosion is from road construction and road travel. Road closures and
decommissioning of selected roads, where erosion is chronic, would reduce erosion. Soil quality standards have
been met in about 99% of the units according to the sampling. Soil quality standards would be met by
application of design features or mitigation measures. See also FEIS chapter 4.

The Silvies EIS is not a scientific, professional or technical review of the Belsky paper or any other reference
used. We are not required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1979 to do a scientific, professional or
technical review of an article that is referenced.

The Silvies DEIS acknowledges that according to Belsky (1996) there is little scientific information to
substantiate the anecdotal reports that suggest that removal of conifers (Judy Hallisey, USFS, pers. comm.) and
junipers (Eddleman and Miller, 1992) adjacent to springs can increase spring flows. Belsky though, did not
provide any scientific evidence to support her claim that removal of conifers and juniper adjacent to springs
does not increase spring flows; she simply stated her opinion.

This is not a substantive comment because it is not a site-specific issue, concern or question concerning the
Silvies DEIS. These paragraphs are a word for word copy of the abstract and article of “Viewpoint; Western
juniper expansion: Is it a threat to arid northwestern ecosystems” by A. Joy Belsky published in the January
1996 Journal of Range Management.

See response to comment 3-5.

Lack of herbaceous cover is not a limiting factor in reestablishing a mosaic of vegetation structure in most of
the Silvies Project Area. The limiting factor is the window of opportunity when a light intensity fire can be
reintroduced where it will accomplish a mosaic burn objective under current fuel loads.

Appendix D of the BE/BA and the expanded discussion of lynx in the BE/BA describe lynx habitat and the
rationale for determination of effects. This information is summarized in Chapters 3 and 4 of the FEIS. The
BE/BA cites several scientific references about the distribution of lynx in Oregon and surrounding states. The
BE/BA also states the records of the confirmed lynx findings in Oregon. The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
Region 6 and the Malheur National Forest concur on the habitat classifications for lynx illustrated in Appendix
D of the BE/BA. As discussed in the BE/BA and Chapter 4 of the FEIS, the Silvies watershed/project area
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does not provide enough habitat to sustain a lynx home range. Throughout all versions of lynx habitat analysis,
the Silvies Canyon project area was never in an LAU and was never considered to be lynx habitat because of
the lack of adequate habitat. In addition, this project area is not within or adjacent to a Malheur LAU or any
other LAUs because the Ochoco National Forest does not have LAUSs. The closest significant area of possible
lynx habitat is located over 22 miles to the north.

As discussed in the BE/BA, many of the lynx records in the contiguous United States, including Oregon, are of
transient animals that dispersed during cyclic population increases. Animals that are considered “dispersing”
and found in unsuitable habitat are considered lost from the metapopulations; therefore, they are unlikely to
survive unless they return to the boreal forest (USF&WS 2000). In all alternatives, should dispersing lynx move
through the area, they could use the connectivity corridors left to connect late and old stands, as required by
the Forest Plan.

The BE/BA (Appendix C of the FEIS) thoroughly describe habitat, distribution, status and records of lynx in
Oregon, and the effects and determination of the proposed project on lynx and lynx habitat. Please also see the
response to comment 14-24.

See response to comment 14-25.

The BE/BA clearly defines the difference between confirmed and unconfirmed sightings on pages 8 & 9. A
“very good” sighting does not constitute a confirmed sighting. Please refer to literature by Ruggiero 1999 and
Verts and Carraway 1998 on lynx sightings in Oregon; these references were cited in BE/BA pages 8-9.

14-29.  See response to comment 14-25.

We agree that the majority of natural fires did not occur in the spring but some did. With 50 to 100 years of fire
suppression we now have unnatural fuel loading. Until we reduce this unnatural fuel loading, prescribed
burning during the time of year when historical fires usually occurred is not possible with the same results as
historical fires. If we burned during the time of year when most historical fires occurred we would kill most of
the trees in the forest and burn up most of the large woody material. Eventually, after the introduction of
prescribed burning and the resulting reduction in fuel loading, when natural fires occur they can be left to burn
naturally.

The purpose and need for action has been updated in the FEIS chapter 1. Sustainability of vegetation was also
described in FEIS chapters 3 and 4.

It is unclear to which 22 habitats Tiedemann, Klemmedson, and Bull were referring. Johnson and Clausnitzer
had 18 subalpine fir plant associations (and communities) and 25 Grand fir plant associations (and
communities). We have no subalpine fir in this area, and none of the subalpine fir plant association has a
ponderosa pine component (Plant Associations of the Blue and Ochoco Mountains by Johnson and
Clausnitzer, 1992, Table of contents and pages 25-43, 45-79). Of the 25 Grand Fir plant associations only nine
occur on the Emigrant Creek RD, and of these, only five occur in the project area. Of the five plant
associations (communities) that occur in the project area, by far the three most common ones are Grand
fir/pinegrass plant association (ABGR/CARU), Grand fir/elk sedge plant association (ABGR/CAGE), and
Grand fir/heartleaf arnica plant association (ABGR/ARCO). These three often had a seral ponderosa pine
overstory that was burned by periodic surface fires (Plant Associations of the Blue and Ochoco Mountains by
Johnson and Clausnitzer, 1992, p72, 74, 75).

Kimmins (1987) states, “Most investigations have concluded that medium to long (80-120 years) rotating
harvesting of temperate forests in which only stems are removed poses little threat of site nutrient depletion. It
is short rotations combined with intensive biomass utilization that may create problems of reduced soil
fertility” (Kimmins. 1987).

“When fire oxidizes organic compounds, elements that form anions (e.g., N, P, and CI) are lost in much greater
guantities than elements such as Ca, K, and Mg, which form cations.” “In cooler fires, most of the elemental
content of the burned material remains on site.” The objective of fuel treatments is to reduce large high
intensity wildfires. “In very hot fires with high fire induced winds and a strong convection column, most of the
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ash and the nutrients contained therein may be removed from the site” (J.P. Kimmins. 1987. Forest Ecology.
Macmillan Publishing Company).

Due to the build up of forest floor residues we now have higher site productivity than historically. Under No
Action a stand replacement fire is likely and would move forest site productivity to or below historic levels. By
actively managing the sites through thinning and prescribed burning, site productivity would be maintained at
or above historic levels.

There is always a potential to affect the long-term site productivity of this area regardless of whether or not we
choose to actively manage it. The potential of having a high intensity wildfire is greater if we choose not to
manage the area, and so the potential to adversely affect the long-term site productivity is greater with the no
action alternative than the other action alternatives.

Historically, the project area was maintained within a low-severity fire regime by frequent low intensity fire on a
5-23 year cycle. Prescribed burning is being reintroduced to mimic this process. Effects on wildlife should
include enhanced habitat for species that developed in this type of fire regime, but might tend to select against
wildlife species that have benefited due to the era of fire suppression and associated changes to habitat because
of this fire exclusion. This EIS was prepared, in part, to analyze the effects of a large-scale prescribed burn
project on wildlife. See Chapter 4 of the FEIS for that discussion.

These issues were not raised during scoping; consequently, they were not addressed in the DEIS. These
sections in the FEIS have been updated.

Approximately 15 miles of temporary road were proposed under Alternatives Two and Four, and eight miles
under Alternative Five (see DEIS pages 2-40 to 41). This information has been updated in the FEIS chapter 2
to 2.8 miles in Alternative Five, and 3.5 miles under Alternatives Two, Four, Seven and Seven a. No new
construction of permanent roads is planned for any activities within the Silvies Watershed. See also response to
comment 12-25. Roads would be closed after use and reseeded, reducing the potential for long-term effects to
wildlife based on use by humans, fragmentation, and loss of forage (FEIS, Chapter 4).

Road densities and effects have been categorized by subwatershed and management area (see Table 4-14, DEIS
page 4-70). Appendix A, page A-19, discloses roads proposed for closure or decommissioning. The purpose for
the closure is stated, but the factors affecting wildlife in most cases are unknown. No data has been collected
on the effects of specific roads in the project area.

The Malheur National Forest Noxious Weed Management EA (Environmental Assessment Noxious Weed
Control Malheur National Forest June 26, 2000) has an inventory of the area. This document identifies that the
Forest may treat 65 sites in the Silvies Canyon Watershed. An additional 12 sites have been documented and
are identified for manual treatment under all of the action alternatives. See FEIS chapter 2.

Malheur National Forest has a weed treatment strategy, which is identified in the Environmental Assessment
Noxious Weed Control Malheur National Forest June 26, 2000. This project’s proposals are designed to meet
that strategy. See also the FEIS chapter 2 for design criteria and mitigation measures for noxious weeds.

All were incorporated in the FEIS chapter 2.

It is not feasible to require the pressure washing of every vehicle that goes through the Forest. It is reasonable
to include the types of preventative measures identified in the FEIS chapter 2. Even requiring washing of
vehicles would not stop the dispersal of noxious weeds already present in the project area.

Not all trees over 21 inches would be cut. Aspen regenerates mainly by vegetative clonal sprouting. The aspen
stems are usually short lived, but most clones in the Great Basin survive hundreds or even thousands of years;
one literature source states aspen clones can be as old as 8,000 years (Debyle and Winiur, 1985). Most
ponderosa pines in this area are less than 300 years old. We agree that aspen can co-exist with conifers, but due
to past fire exclusion practices, increases in ungulate foraging, and the lack of recognition of the importance
and the decline of this key component of the ecosystem, our aspens stands tend to be in poor shape. In this
watershed there are probably between 100 and 200 aspen clones (not individual aspen stems) while the number
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of ponderosa pine trees number in the hundreds of thousands. Some of these aspen clones only have a couple
of live trees. Each year we probably lose several clones. Historically, fire would regenerate these clones, but
most of the clones that burned in the recent (last 10 years) high intensity large fires have been lost.

This has been changed in the FEIS. No commercial harvest is proposed in RHCAs.

Tables 4-13, 4-14, and 4-16 (DEIS) display the conditions for cover, roads, and habitat effectiveness index. The
data in these tables has been updated in the FEIS (Chapter 4). The description of the existing condition of
cover has been expanded in the FEIS (see Chapter 3, Cover). As further explained in Chapter 3, “four
conditions/actions have determined the extent of existing canopy cover in the Silvies Canyon project area:
natural conditions (low site potential and past fire history), past harvest, recent growth of trees in formerly non-
forested areas, and increased stocking and changes in tree species composition due to past treatment or lack of
treatment.” Roads were historically constructed for logging systems. The proposals are to reduce the road
systems to move toward or comply with forest standards. Effects to big game habitat are explained in FEIS,
chapter 4.
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Forest Road 3100035 was closed under the Forest Plan at the first river crossing and then breached. In 2001
the road was closed again. This portion of the road that was previously closed is within the Myrtle-Silvies
Roadless Area. The Preferred Alternative proposes to decommission that portion of the road previously closed.

The No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, Preferred Alternative and Alternatives Five, Six, and Seven-A
propose to leave the road open to the first river crossing. Alternatives Three and Four propose to close the
entire length of the 3100035 road.

As per 40 CFR 1502.14(a) an agency shall rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.
(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the proposed action so that
reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.

The effects of the proposed activities for each alternative are found in Chapter 4 of the FEIS.
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A more thorough discussion on cumulative effects of grazing is in the FEIS chapter 4.

Thank you for this question on clarification. HM = (head-month) the land-use of any livestock over six
months of age for one month. The FEIS will use AM (animal-month), which has the same meaning, but is
more commonly used.

The Forest Service budget does not allow for a daily patrol of the forest. Breaches that are reported are
investigated. The Law Enforcement Officers encourage anyone seeing vehicles that breach closures to report
the license plate numbers. The DEIS (page 4-3) discloses how roads are maintained after closure,
decommissioning, and seasonal closures. See also the FEIS chapters 2, 3, and 4.

Monitoring of roads is reported annually. The DEIS (page 2-39) states, “Roads that have been closed or
decommissioned would be monitored over a five-year period to inspect the effectiveness of the closure or
decommissioning and hydrologic function of the remaining roadway. If monitoring determines the closure or
decommissioning is not effective, it would be corrected to meet objectives.” This discussion has been updated
in the FEIS.

Sediment levels in streams would be monitored through repeated Level 11 stream surveys with Wolmen pebble
counts and bank stability ratings. This usually occurs on a five-year cycle. McNeil sampling methods are
currently being developed at the Forest level for sediment surveys across the forest. Proper Functioning
Condition ratings, the Silvies Canyon Watershed Analysis and the Silvies Road Analysis also provide data on
sediment sources that assist with treatment through this project. Refer also to the FEIS monitoring section in
chapter 2.

Historic forested vegetation conditions were described in the DEIS pages 3-16 through 3-30 and in Chapter 4.
Briefly, the forest would be a lot more open due to fewer trees per acre. There would be more western larch
and aspen and less Douglas-fir, white fir and juniper. The stands would have a higher percentage of ponderosa
pine than presently. There would be more grasses, forbs, and shrubs in the understory, creating a more diverse
and complex forest. Throughout the watershed the trees would be much larger.

We are concerned about these sites too. Both sites are to be protected from management activities (DEIS
pages 2-26, 3-20, 4-16, 4-36, and 4-38). See also the FEIS chapters 2, 3, and 4.

The project proposes to restore about 147 acres of aspen stands in the RHCAs. Remaving conifer and juniper
trees would mimic disturbances that previously occurred by fire. This type of restoration would move aspen
stands towards their HRV.

About one acre of cottonwood stands would be treated at two known sites within the RHCAs. Treating and
protecting these sites would protect this important part of the ecosystem.

No harvest or harvest related activities would occur in RHCAs. This includes the use of landings and skidding
logs across streams.

Between nine and 17 miles of road would be treated within the RHCAs. This includes 2-12 miles of
decommissioned roads, and 5-11 miles of closed roads, depending on the alternative selected. Treating these
roads would reduce sediment input into streams and restore the natural function of the floodplain.

Landscape scale fuels treatment activities would occur in 12 different burn blocks, including portions of 2869
acres located within RHCAs. Ignitions would not occur in the RHCAs, but low intensity ground fire would be
allowed to creep into RHCAs in a mosaic pattern; therefore, the actual acres burned would be significantly less
than 2869 acres in RHCAs identified through the burn blocks. This type of fire would mimic natural fires that
historically occurred in riparian areas and would move these areas towards HRV.

About five noxious weed sites have been identified in RHCAs and would be treated by hand pulling.
Eliminating weeds would allow native species to repopulate these sites and move them toward HRV.
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The DEIS (pgs. 4-8 to 4-10) states “Currently the Myrtle Canyon portion of the roadless area is at very high
risk of a high intensity wildfire and protecting it from such a fire would be almost impossible within the steep
canyon. Access within the canyon is limited. A stand replacement fire could drastically affect the natural
integrity of the roadless area, and wildlife and fish habitat...there would be indirect burning in Myrtle Creek
and West Myrtle Creek portions of the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area. Indirect burning would occur by allowing
fire to back down, off the rim into Myrtle and West Myrtle Creek canyons. This indirect burning would occur
in the late fall to create a fire line for the burning of fuel blocks 2, 5, and 10. Due to late fall conditions, this
creeping-smoldering type fire should not creep far from the rim. By burning fuel blocks 2, 3, 4, 5, and 10, a fuel
break would be formed around the Myrtle Creek portion of the roadless area.” What this is referring to is that
treating the fuels in fuel blocks 2, 3, 4, 5, and 10, which surround the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area, would
essentially create an area with lower fuels (fuel break). This section in the FEIS has been updated.
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17-1.  Design criteria and mitigation measures were listed on pages 2-37 and 38, and effects were evaluated on pages
4-49 through 52 of the DEIS. All fuels activities would be coordinated with permittees through the District
Range Specialist. See also the FEIS chapter 2 design criteria and mitigation measures.
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' Further,. TheForestSerwce Ihlasi‘faﬂec_i thnalyzean éxdetluate{_)r‘ang*e: df,ﬂi:éfhatives; Gwen 0

the insiggificant contribution of wood fiber to America's consumption requirements from -

national forest lands, the vast econofnic-contribution of non-timber related jobs and- ... -.
income, and the growing body of scientific knowledge recognizing the ecological and .. .

economic advantages of non-commercial restoration, the agency has no excuse for not

analyzing a non-commercial, restoration only alternative. The no-action alternative is not

‘a po-harvest, restoration iny'alternative. We request that such an alternativebe ~
"developed and analyzed in the final E.LS. and that all costs and benefits, both monetary

and non-monetary, of ,su‘ch»an“’j alternative be disclosed. Until, such action is taken, this
NEPA analysis is considered incomplete. Our concerns with the Silvies Canyon

Watérshed Restoration Timber Sale include:

T gt

- 1. Socioeconiomic Benefits -

USFS timber sales are the end result of inter-related planning decisions and analyses
made at the national, forest, and project level. 36 CER. §219.4. . At the national level,
the Forest Service prepares: the Renewable Resources Program (RPA), which determines
output levels for all national forest resources based upon a comprehensive environmental
and economic assessment of present and anticipated demands for and supply of

. renewable resources from forests in all ownership. At the forest level, the Forest Service
" has prepared the Deschutes National Forest Land and RCSOurQe'Manégement Plan' - =

. (“LRMP"), which is an “exténsion” of the RPA Program and which identifies lands that

are suitable for timber sales, the amount of timber-to be offered-each year; and under =

B . .

- what conditions timber sales will be offered. At the project level, the Forest Service .
" makes decisions about the specific configuration of individual timber sales; including

Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Timber Sale. - At each level, the Forest. Service - -

must engage in-environmental .and.econpxiyﬁc analyses of its decisions as required by the
NetomalEnvionmentalPolicy Act .

The F@rest' Service is fpciuired by law to }nanage héﬁdhai forest system‘.landsk_and .

* programs to maximize social and economic benefits for the American people.

As wilh otlier projects planned on the National Forests of QOregon and throughout Region

6, the Forest Service has failed to complete an economic analysis of the Silvies Canyon

Watershed Restoration Timber Sale that provides'the public with a full and fair - -

accounting of net economic benefits. Instead, the economic analysis is limited to net

. costs incurred by the Forest Service and project administrators for county receipts as well

as sale preparation and administration.costs.

= TheEISand pro;ectrecord fé.i‘l"jtov plafée‘ 'ﬁny»ccéqoﬁxic fvahie;o'n‘exist_ingus‘ésyandb - i
functions of the sale area, inchiding --recteatiOn,ﬂO_odvcon't‘rpl,'pes't',con't’rol, catbon” -

~~~~~ N g ;

 sequestering, and many other “ecosystem services.”- In addition, the economic andlysis. |

18-
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R farls to consrder a wrde range o of costs s that wrll be rncurred by thepubhc through loss of

" these “ecosystem services” 'and 0 other externahzed costs such as increased ﬂoodmg, - 1% S
increased risk of death, inju and property‘ damage from loggmg operanons and S i

'mcreased ﬁre nsls:"jl e 235 I

SRt RS TR

- Forest Conservatron Coundilhas raised. these economrc issues.in the co ‘ ext ‘of numerous' |
’ appeals n Reg1on 6. ‘We incorporate, by reference these appeals for a. more complete '
descnptlon*of our issues on. thls subject. S N _

2. Value of Unlogged Forest

 The dollaf value of undlsturbed forest or standing trmber should have been calculated and - 2 %
used in the analysis of economic costs associated with the Silvies Canyon Watershed \\or”
Restoration Timber Sale. The value of "ecosystem services" provided by standing forests
has never been evaluated and compared with their value as lumber. Economic benefits of
standing forests include but-are not limited to clean air and water, balance of global '
geochemical cycles, and.buffering of carbon emissions resulting from the burning of
fossrl fuels. Tt has been shown: that the rate of carbon lost to that of accumulation is much

. greater during harvest, and there is a net transfer of carbon from biomass to atmospheric
CO,. Further, the carbon stored in forest regrowth is less than that in the ongrnal forest

bxomass ) : SRR : . . L :

73 Range of Alternatwes

A non—cornmercral restoratlon alternatrve for the Srlvres Canyon Watershed Restoratron ‘
Timber Sale should have beenanalyzed.- The E.LS. dismisses our ongmal request in’ '_ R
scoping that such an alternative be considered on the vague assertion that the agency has
“discretion.” This is 4 weak and indefensible. posrtron and could be considered a classic “-
case of abuse of discrétion: The no-harvest, restoration alternative i is clearly reasonable
and should have been analyzed We contend that :

S (Dall restoratron ob}ectwes can be met wnhout conductmg a commermal timber \3"4
sale s

= 2) a commercral tlmber sale can only exacerbate current problems no | .
commercral tlmber sale wﬂl elrmmate these problems and; drsed s

(3) the Forest Servrce cannot exclude a non-comrnercral alternatrve merely
because exrstmg fundmg structure would make it drfﬁcult :

' The EL S. fails to examine. how both mcreased access and 1ncreased slash in the short term wxll create a ' & 5 ‘
’ wmdow of tlme where ﬁre nsk w111 be mcreased above what currently exrsts now. - . . l 8,'
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4 “Species Viability

~* The Silvies Céi’lls-;bn%'Wateflshed- Restoratlon'I'imberSalemcludes commercial harvest, R

. ground-disturbing activities associated with timber harvest and other vegetative
manipulationi. These activities are likely to jeopardize the viability of species that find °

 optimal habitat in forests with well-developed structures, and forests naturally disturbed

by fire, disease and insect pathogens. These include threatened, endangered; and sensitive

species, as well as management indicator species including but not limited to the

* American marten, northern goshawk, pileated woodpecker, flammulated owl, black-
backed woodpecker, Canada lynx, as well as Neotropical migratory birds.

~ For many of these épecies the Forest Service has no upfto-date population data
describing population numbers, locations, and-trends, nor monitoring data on-which the
“agency cantely to determine that the actions proposed in the context of Silvies Canyon

Watershed Restoration Timber Sale will taintain numbers and distribution of these

 species sufficient for insuring long term viability. Nor has the Forest Service determined

the “minimum number” of reproductive individuals that would constitute a viable
population. The Forest Service is required by law to determine this minimum number of
reproductive individuals before implementing activities that might impact those '
individuals or populations such as are planned in the Silvies Canyon Watershed
Restoration Timber Sale. The Forest Service cannot permit these activities without
knowing the location and number of individuals of these species that would enable
determination of whether habitat for each vertebrate is well-distributed to facilitate

interaction. Until such information is provided the Forest Service cannot-know whether it - .

C s providing sufficient habitat to support the minimum number of reproductive - -
- individuals nor that the habitat is distributed in such a manner as to permit interaction.

1

R Because the Férest Service has no s‘uc}i data for most species adversely affected :
by the proposed management activities, and because what data there is suggests that such -

species are declining and otherwise at risk, the Forest Service runs afoul of viability and

" diversity requirements set forth in forest planning regulations 36 CFR. §219.19and § =

219.26. In addition, the any decision made on the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration

 Timber Salé and associated activities without the above-described information would be

considered arbitrary and capricious and constitute agency action unlawfully withheld or
unreasonably-delayed in violation of the APA. (5 USC §§ 706[1] & 706[2]).

L s FCC/NPPA30-DayComments, R
ilvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Timber Sale;p:4 . -

v
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Appendix D

The DEIS analyzed three alternatives including the No Action alternative that proposed no commercial harvest
activities. The FEIS analyzes eight alternatives, including three (Alternatives One — No Action, Three and Six)
that propose no commercial harvest or commercial post and pole sales. Alternatives Three and Six propose
restoration activities, including road closures, spring, cottonwood, and aspen restoration, noxious weed
treatment, and fuels treatments. Effects of these alternatives as well as the other five are analyzed for effects to
all resources and areas of concern, including socio-economics.

Forest plans establish goals and objectives identifying the mix of activities and uses that maximizes net public
benefits. The determination of net benefits includes assessment of market and non-market resource uses and
values both quantitatively and qualitatively. This analysis is done at the forest planning scale, where the mix of
activities across a large landscape can be assessed and measured. Forest plans include standards and guidelines
intended to prevent or mitigate adverse effects to both the socioeconomic and physical environments. These
standards and guidelines are requirements for subsequent projects. The Malheur Land and Resource
Management Plan FEIS (1990), as amended by the Regional Forester (1995) is the applicable forest plan.

Project-level environmental analysis is used to assure that projects are consistent with forest plan goals,
objectives, and standards and guidelines, as well as to disclose environmental effects and assure informed
decisionmaking. Economic analysis is used in project planning when needed to assess the costs and benefits of
different alternatives. Such an analysis is provided in the FEIS chapters 3 and 4 and the Silvies Canyon
Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).. However, in
the absence of new information, decisions made at the forest plan level, including the mix of activities found to
maximize net public benefits, are not reconsidered. Your letter does not identify any specific adverse economic
effects directly associated with this project. In this situation, therefore, reconsideration of forest plan decisions
at the project level is inappropriate.

See response to comment 18-2.
See response to comment 18-1.

The DEIS page 4-44 states that “Timber harvesting would have little affect on slash levels, as the trees would
be whole tree yarded to landings.” “Precommercial thinning would have a short term negative effect of
increasing slash levels. An estimated 30 to 50 tons per acre of slash would be created after precommercial
thinning. This slash would be either hand piled or grapple piled the same field season or the following field
season. Burning of piles would take place no later than the second field season after piling.” See also the FEIS
chapter 4.

See response to comment 12-28. Effects to proposed, endangered, threatened, and sensitive (PETS) species,
Management Indicator Species (MIS) and other species of concern, including neotropical migratory birds, have
been analyzed and are disclosed in the FEIS, chapter 4 and the BE/BA (Appendix C). In addition, the Malheur
Forest Plan, as amended, was designed to meet the requirements of maintaining viable populations (219.19),
and diversity (219.26). Since the Silvies project was designed to meet the Forest Plan standards, as amended, for
connectivity, the project itself meets these requirements.

Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project Appendix D D-92
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, NATURAL RESOURCE PROGRAMS

HC-71 100 PASIGO STREET :
~ BURNS, OREGON 97720
- PHONE (541) 573-2421
FAX (541) 573-2422

,""\E RE "ﬂ {Elrr'\
b
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~ . RN D v*,qt»u:132001 ;
11/6/01 PO B - f | LJE
Joan Suther G W,u ——
IDT Leader - ' :
Emigrant Creck Ranger D1stnct
HC 71, 12870 o

Hines, OR 97738
Ms. Suther:

~ I'was pleased to see that information about the Burns Palute Tnbe was included in the
Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project Supplemental Draft EIS I have a few
comments regardmg the supplement 50 : _

Page 1-2, “Socw-economtcs is the only area 1dent1ﬁed for re-exammatmn” Iwould ‘ -t
think that both the socio-economic and cultural d1$cuss1on would be re-exammed

Page 2-2, Ifthe Malheur Forest dec1des to pursue the de51gnat10n of the Myrtle-Sllwes
Roadless Area as wildernéss, I would recommend that forest personnel make every effort
~to make contact with the Burns Paiute Tnbe A wﬂdemess de51gnat10n may effect how -

- the Tribe accesses and uses thls area.

‘\er

Page 2-11, The Burns Paiute Tribe has also obtamed a ranch near Juntura
Page 2-13, Off road vehicle use may also be in conﬂlct w1th cultural uses of the area.

Page 2-14, You should use the specific tribal name mstead of the genenc “American
Indians”. Not all American Indians lived i in thts area A

Page 3-2, Recreational uses of the area also mcludes gathenng

Page 3-8, The Malheur Forest. needs to coordmate Wlth the Burns Pa1ute Tribe when a
" prescribed burn occurs in case tribal members are usmg the dexes area for gathermg or
other purposes. ' : ~

\ v
BN
| 3
v
ik
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Please feel freeto call or write me for additional information. Tribal members enjoyed the field trip and meeting your staff.

Sincerely,

o

] I
e

! L -
LT

Lizcls .Ilt'l,l.-ﬂ L=

Bures faate Cultaal Sneseitang

40020424

ern 5o, mom
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Appendix D

The statement referred to on page 1-2 was describing the scope of the reanalysis and that not all items
discussed in the DEIS would be reevaluated. Culture is part of the socio-economics discussion. Paiute tribal
culture and needs were discussed in the SDEIS pages 2-3 thru 2-5, 2-8, 2-9, 2-11, 2-14, 2-16, 3-3 thru 3-7, and
3-14. See also the FEIS chapters 3 and 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social
and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

No further wilderness study is planned at this time. Inventories to consider areas that might be eligible for
wilderness designation are done as part of Forest Plan revision. The Malheur Forest Plan revision process is
due to start in fiscal year 2004. The current criteria used for these areas are found in Forest Service Handbook
1909.12 — Land and Resource Management Planning Handbook, Chapter 7. If the Malheur National Forest
does further wilderness reevaluation of the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area, the Burns Paiute Tribe would be
involved.

Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative
record for this project.

Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative
record for this project.

In the DEIS, the term “Native American” was used so as not to exclude the probable use and claims of use of
the project area by other American Indians. This has been updated in the FEIS. Refer to the FEIS chapters 3
and 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and
Effects (June 1, 2003).

Thank you for your comment; this will be included in the FEIS.

Thank you for your comment, the Malheur National Forest will coordinate with the Burns Paiute Tribe when
prescribe burning.

Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project Appendix D D-96



James M Kemston, )1stnct Ranger_ :
Emigrant Ranger | DlSt B e e

-~ HC 74 Box 12870
Hines, OR 97738

4 , mpact Sta ' .azverygogdgobof
:111ustratmgthe' or timber to support the local economy. Dué to this need, and the
}factt‘hattxmbver in short supply, the preferred alterative should be chosenand -

S Operatlons Fczrestert -
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Appendix D

2-1. Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative
record for this project.
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Timber Operators, Inc.

1.0, Box 928 » Jolun Day, OR 97845 = (541) 575-271 1 » EAX (541) 575-2808

December 17, 2001

James M. Keniston

Emigrant Creek Ranger District
HC-74 Box 12870

Hines;, OR 97738

. RE: S_ilVies Canyon SDEIS
Dear Mr Keniston:

— Malheur Timber Operators, Inc. and KLE Enterpnses, Inc. offer the followmg comments conoernmg the
: Silvies Canyon SDEIS prior to the end of the comment penodon December 31, 2001. ‘

hat Please reference ourﬁxst comment tmder “In a general way ” on page 2. of our April 2, 2001 DEIS input

' letter. Our original input to this prOJect was on December 31, 1999. A major concern about the Silvies 21
DEIS is the long period of time it is taking to complete the project and the financial impact these delays
have caused. This project exemplifies the recent statements by Chief Bosworth where he states that we are
in a state of “paralysis by analysis® and that “in most projects the first 30 to 35% of the information
gathered is adequate to support a sound resource decision”. : :

We recommend that the project be expedmously moved forward utlhzmg the descnpnon of the Preferred
Alternative disclosed on DEIS page 2-30. Even though we are not in agreement with the silvicultural
prescnpuons and the management access restrictions resulting from road decommissioning and closures, it
is 1mperat1ve that this pro_]ect move forward and that the timber sales be offered in FY 02.

Please keep us informed of any addmonal opportunities to comment on. this EIS. Contact Matheur Timber
* Operators, Inc. at the letter head address, and KLE Enterpnses Inc. at Box 653 John Day, OR - 97845,
phone 375-0447 : v

Smcerely,

" Malheur Timber Operators, Inc.

WW

Ken Evans CF
Forester - 5

ccr
bonnie wood
roger williams .

. 2
S

v
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Appendix D

We regret the time it is taking to complete the Silvies EIS. However, the legally required analysis process is
lengthy. On the average it has been estimated that the EIS process requires 27 months to complete, barring
significant unforeseen delays. We have had a couple of delays including the need to develop and release a
supplement to the DEIS as well as some administrative delays beyond our control.

Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project Appendix D D-100



Ochoco Lumber Compcmy )

- Manufacturers of Ponderosa Pine.. ~
P.O.Box 668 * Prineville, Oregon 97754
L (541) 447-6296

~ December 18,2001

Mr. James M. Keniston

District Ranger -

Burns Ranger District

HG74 Box 12870
-Hines, OR 97738

RE: Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project
Dear Mr. KeniSton' k

I am writing to comment on the S11v1es Canyon Watershed Restoratlon project SDEIS

TN ~ The Soc1o-Econormc impact of this pro;ect is very 1mportant to the counties of Grant and I {
o ) Harney 'As you work toward a management’ strategy for this watershed, youneed to be -
e ~ particularly aware of the Socio-Economic impact that your decisions have on the well

béing of the communities, both i in the public an te sectors. The overall. ._
management decisions can find ; a ‘balance and esultin a healthy ecosystem Many
things are mterdependent but.can be addressed and-work out in your decision makmg
process. ; . ; ;

g

Pubhc concerns and issues involving recreatlon, wﬂdhfe tunber range, Water roadless, .
tribal, ect. need to be evaluated along with the Socio-Economic impacts. However, the
real economic base of both Grant and Hamey County evolves around the timber and -
ranchmg industries and supplemented by seasonal recreational activities. Unemployment
is very high compared to the rest of Oregon and the rest of the nation. Counties can’t -
 take another major detrimental blow. You need to analyze carefully the effects of your
decision on the economic issues. Your management scenario needs to be responsive to
the diversity of these cornmumtles that are dependent on forest and rangeland resources_ ‘
for their hvehhood ST ~ o

Commercml tnnber harvest is needed to improve the health of the forest while at the
same time, stimulating the economy. You don’t need to over do the environmental
restrictions and put undo higher costs on your projects. The driving force behind any -
vegetative restoration projects must include watershed ¢ enhancement but. aga.m, don’t go
overboard: ‘Any enhancement pI'O_]eCt shouldbe looked at asa Iong-term investment.
' Many project activities may have short-term drawBacks but the Iong-term beneﬁts wﬂl
outwelgh the short-term negatlve 1mp11cat10ns = , : ’

D-16r
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ces mthout need of human N
) up and make good sound actxve

ﬁfrom pubhc lands ‘wzthout deental eﬁ'ects on the ¢

~have to use an ex
overall economic base of a project.. - Think CCOHOIHICS in conjuncuon wuh enwronmental
protectlon Whlle planmng your pro;ect actmues RSt

onment You don’t always

You need to revamp your propose altematlve 2 to’ have amore favorable Socxo Economic
result, or adopt alternative 4 as your proposed action alternatlve Also, you need to listen

- 'more from people in your | local communities and lmplement more of their. feehngs about

these altematxves when makmg your decmons <

Please con51der th18 mput as you denve at your management altematlve for the Silvies

: Canyon Watershed Restoratlon pro;ect Please keep us mformed on how thlS prOJect 1s :

o progressmg

’ "Smcerely, g S
OCH OCO LUMBER COMPANY

oM
- Resource Manager

Doz

nsive hehcopter system or other exPenswe systems that take away the 5

4oz
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Appendix D

Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative
record for this project.

Alternative 2 is the proposed action as was used to solicit comments from the public. In the DEIS, the
Preferred Alternative was the vegetation treatments from Alternative 4 and the road treatments from
Alternative 10. In the FEIS, the Preferred Alternative is Alternative 7. Regulations specify an agency to
“identify the agency’s preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in a draft statement and
identify such alternative in the final statement” (40 CFR 1502.14(¢)) (DEIS page 2-30).

Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project Appendix D D-103



140 CFR 1500.1(b)

P.O. Box 22488
- Santa Fe; NM 87502 ..
© 5054662459 ...

James Keniston, District Ranger . - - - :
Burns Ranger Districts ‘ y
Malhuer National Forest
HC-74, Box 12870~ - .
Hines, OR 97738

Deéember 18, 2001

RE: Comments on the Srlvres Canyon Watershed Restoratton PrOJect (“Sﬂv1es Canyon
Timber Sale”) Supplemental DEIS. .

Dear Mr. Kemston,

Forest Conservatton Councrl and the Natlonal Forest Protection Alhance are.tax exempt
public interest organizations with individual and business members throughout the United
States.-We are concerned with the adverse economic effects of the national forest loggmg
program, and the Forest Service’s failure to quanufy such effects at the project level or
for the program as a whole. The logging program increases costs of water purification
and filtration; decreases the value of private timberlands, unfairly competes against

and maintenance costs for highways and public roads and decreases the number of ]ObS
in recreatlon, tounsm, ﬁshenes and altemanve forest products

FCC prev10usly commented on the Srlvxes Canyon Trmber Sale DEIS when if was ﬁrst

published. Our comments are dated April 17, 2001 and should be on file in the Silvies ..
Canyon Project Record. Many of our concerns remain the same and we request that you
refer to that document for further detail. Our organization and its membership would like
to emphasize our dlsapproval of any mechanical treatments in the Myrtle-Silvies

Roadléss Area. In addrtlon, we have grave concerns ‘that the USFS has not met the letter .

and intent of the laws and drrectron ‘governing NEPA. In particular, the DEIS seems to -
have 1gnored forest ecosystem science especw.lly pertammg to dry western forest types

The Sllv1es Canyon Timber Sale EA.is Woeﬁxlly madequate and does not even begm to
meet the reqmrements of NEPA 3 ‘ |

alternative fiber and building material businesses, increases wildfire risk, increases repair ‘
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[I]nsm’e that envuonmental mformatlon m%le to public oﬁicrals and
citizens before decisions are- madeiand before=act10ns are taken. The information

._-must be of high quality. Accurate SCIERHHiC afia analys1s expert agency comments
and pubhc scrutmy are essential”: 40 CFR 1500 1(b).

The analysis on whlch the Forest has rehed is madequate flawed and biased in 2 number

of ways, rendering any potential decision arbitrary and capricious. 5 U.S.C. § 706. Very

little substantive, site-specific information is offéred anywhere in the DEIS. The Silvies

Canyon Timber Sale E.A. is mostly a qualitative narrative of the Forest Serv1ce s / 5 -4
predicted and conjectural environmental consequences. _

The proposed. actions are not supported by any scientific body of knowledge an in fact;
many of the predicted impacts are contrary to the best available science. The Forest '
Service is required by NEPA to provide scientific support for its assumpnons and
predictions. The best available science supports a very different scenario for restoration
and recovery of the Silvies Canyon Project Area. The U.S. Forest Service must rely on
this science and not on its professional opinion. Several conclusions can be made based '-
on the best available science: :

»  Stand replacing fires are a natural occurrence to which the forest is adapted with the: ‘ E,Q
exception of some lower elevation forest types. (Beschta, et. al., 1995; Intenor
,Columbla Basm EIS, 2000) \

. 'Even ponderosa pine forests have been found to have ongmated in stand replacmg \ 5-(9
ﬁreevents (Amo etal. 1995) N . | | '
. Drought and other climatic factors are the pmnary causes of large-scale ﬁres whxch . i 5,7
- occur regardless of fuel condmons (Schmoldt, Damel L. et. al: PNW7GTR-455 R
USFS;1999)." | | L
» Fire suppression, loggmg, and grazmg are the pnmary causes of unnatural fael ‘ 5-8 '

~conditions. (Beschta, et. al.,-1995; Mclver and Starr, PNW-GTR-486, 2000
Schmoldt, Da.melL et. al PNW-GTR-455, USFS ,1999). ;

Unul th1s mformatlon is. mcorporated into the E.A. the document cannot meet the
standards of NEPA or the d1rect1ves found m the Forest Semce Manual and Handbook :

FCC generally supports the genuine restoratlon goals of the Silvies Canyon Timber Sale. -
We challenge however, uncategorically, the USFS contention that commercial timber
harvest can achieve the desired restoration goals, especrally of wildlife habitats, in a
~ manner that maximizes environmental and economic benefits to costs. We contend the
opposite: that a timber sale and all-of its associated activities can only exacerbate the
problems and results in more costs economically and ecologlcally than benefits. v ;
Prescribed fire alone in most cases would meet the purpose and need in the most cost & q
efficient manner. The Sand Ecosystem Blind Review conducted on the Wenatchee
National Forest supports this posrtlotL Itis unfortunate that the Forest Serv1ce cannot

FCC/NFPA 30-Day Commems SR
Srlwes Canyon Tlmber Sale;p.2. . -

D- o5
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decouple commercxal timber harvest achwﬂesﬁ'om genmne restoration actmtles and. -
untif it does'so; the goals of the Sllvres Canyorr Timber Sale pro;ect will remam dublous

at best.

AsFCC’ stated inits ongmal comments many of the existence values market and non-

market of unharvested forests are ignored in the supplemental DEIS and further, none of - v

the costs of logging (particularly externalized, e.g. downstream sedlmentatlon) have been

calculated and incorporated into the SDEIS. The SDEIS is mostly conjectural and

incorporates no standard methods of contemporary natural resource economics. See

Talberth and Moskowitz (1999) The Economic Case Against National Forest Logging . 5-10
and on file with Regional Forester (hereby incorporated in its entirety as if repeated

verbatim): The U.S. pubhc as a whole enjoys many of these non-timber contributions,

such as carbon sequestering and blologxcal diversity, whxch prowde beneﬁts on a local

and global ba315 :

For example, not one of the alternatives accounts for “base and secondary” jobs related to -

recreation or hunting and fishing in the project area or the potential impacts on these jobs 5 -1l
from logging activities, short or long term. The figures in Chapter 3 of the SDEIS simply .

give each the alternatives a zero for jobs in recreation. All Ranger Districts track

* Recreation Visitor Days and the Washington Office has developed region-specific values

associated with every category of RVD. Thus, it is a simple exercise to take the number
of RVDs on a Ranger District, multiply that number by the associated dollar values and
then divide by the District’s acreage to arrive at a per acre dollar value associated with
each recreation category. The SDEIS failed to include even this elementaxy degree of
analysis.

- Regarding roadless areas, the Wilderness Society has calculated that ‘every 10,000 acres

of roadless lands in the West results in 11,000 recreation visitor days annua]ly valued at 5- (A
$462,000 and supports af'least six jobs with a total value per acre to be $22.% Thus the No
Action alternative should have at very least accounted for these jobs and assocrated

income.:

Further recent research has shown that historical economic performance of rural counties
is positively correlated with amount of protected lands, including roadless areas. A

Southwick and Associates (2000) study found,

* Inrural Oregon countles, during the penod 1969-1997 the amount of protected lands ' e
 (roadless areas, wilderness, national parks and national monuments etc.) within 50 5'B
miles of the county's center is positively and significantly correlated with
employment and income growth; and .

2 http {fwww.wilderness. org/standbylands/fomsts/’l‘W S Values pdf Eoonomxc Values of Protectmg
Roadless Areas in the United States. - _

i L TR ST ’ FCCINFPA30—Day-‘Comments,_
£ an et 3 iz . . Silvies Canyon Timber Sale,p. 3
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by 120%, income generated by drinking and eating establishments grew by 151% and

v Betwecar1969'and 1997 the amount of income generated by lodging businesses grew / 5 4 y AL
 income generated by amusement and recreation services grew by’45‘9%.3 o L
. The analysis on which the F’orést has relied is madequate, flawed and biased in a number

‘of ways, rendering anyspotential. decision arbitrary and capricious. ' _
Please address »thesev issu,esfin your final envi onmental iinp‘gi’ct' statémént.h Thank you for
your time and pon_s’ideration. ' R L A :

" BryanBird

- Forest Conservation Council
- Western Regional Office

Member; NFPA Board of Directors
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Appendix D

Alternatives 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 propose precommercial thinning by manual methods in two potential bald eagle
roost stands. Slash in these stands would be hand piled and burned. Alternatives 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 propose
spring restoration on two springs in the Roadless Area. Thinning of conifers around springs would be done
manually, fencing and developing springs would all occur through manual methods. Prescribed burning would
be accomplished in the Silvies River portion and would occur through aerial ignition. Alternatives 1 and 7a
propose none of these activities in Roadless areas. See also the FEIS chapter 4 for effects to the Myrtle-Silvies
Roadless Area.

The literature cited section of the FEIS has been updated.

Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative
record for this project.

Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative
record for this project.

Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative
record for this project.

Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative
record for this project.

Drought and other climatic factors are primary causes of large-scale fires however ground and ladder fuels and
topography are also contributing factors. We have no control over drought and other climatic factors and
topography. We can however control ground and ladder fuels. Refer also to the purpose and need for action in
the FEIS chapter 1.

Thank you for your comment; refer also to the FEIS chapters 3 and 4.

An alternative that proposed utilizing prescribed fire for fuel reduction without thinning, similar to the Sand
Creek Ecosystem Restoration Project and the Dry Forest Strategy by the Wenatchee National Forest, was
considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. Refer also to the FEIS chapter 2.

Forest Service Handbook 2409.18 provides direction to analyze financial efficiency and, if needed, economic
efficiency to identify the most efficient alternative that achieves the desired objectives of the project.
Consideration of the proposal that maximizes net public benefits is an important consideration of the decision-
making process.

An economic efficiency analysis was completed that focused on identifiable and quantifiable ecosystem benefits
and costs for each alternative in terms of the present net value (benefits minus costs) to assess which alternative
comes nearest to maximizing net public benefits (36 CFR 219.3). See pages S32-S33, DEIS Summary; pages1-
22 to 1-23, 3-42 to 3-46, and 4-56 to 4-61, DEIS. It was mentioned in the introduction to the SDEIS that both
documents would be needed to give a total picture of the social and economic impacts. The SDEIS addresses
additional non market values and social effects. This discussion on quantifiable and non-quantifiable measures
will be further expanded in the FEIS.

This section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS
Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). A number of economists and recreation specialists
at both state and federal levels were contacted prior to the economic analysis in attempts to determine the
economic effects of project level management upon recreation at the local (county) level. There are no known
studies that relate to this scale. As stated in the analysis, project level management effects are usually not
measurable beyond the local county level due to the size and dilution factor of the state and regional
economies. Coefficients developed at national, regional, or sub regional basis are usually not applicable in
determining economic effects at local levels as they include disparate situations that often do not reflect local
conditions. For example, ICBEMP and regional recreation figures include contributions of destination
recreation areas such as Bend, Owyhee Reservoir or the Columbia Gorge, which do not match the local
conditions. Project effects on recreation were evaluated, but analysis showed less than 1/10 of a job was
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Appendix D

potentially affected, so a zero was shown. The approach described in your letter was considered, but not used
in this analysis, as reliable recreation visitor day data is unavailable. The Forest Service has recognized this need
for better recreation use data and a national effort is underway to sample recreation use on National Forest
lands. The Malheur National Forest is scheduled to begin recreation use sampling in 2003.

The Wilderness Society study, Economic Values of Protecting Roadless Areas in the United States by Loomis
and Richardson, The Economic Case Against National Forest Logging by Talberth and Moskowitz and the
Southwick and Associates Study have been considered, however many of the activities and situations described
in these references are either not applicable to local conditions or don’t match the type of activities proposed in
this analysis. Some of the benefits claimed for roadless areas in the Loomis and Richardson article also occur in
roaded or actively managed areas as well. For example, soil carbon sequestration increases with saw log
harvesting, and long term (10 years) following fire. The greatest results were due to increases in nitrogen fixing
vegetation. (Johnson, Dale W. and Peter S. Curtis, Effects of Forest Management on Soil C and N Storage:
Meta Analysis. Forest Ecology and Management 140 (2001) 227-238). Nitrogen fixing vegetation is typically
greatly reduced under overstocked timber conditions and dense tree canopies, such as found in the Myrtle
Silvies Roadless Area, as well as other areas with overstocked timber stands within the Silvies analysis area.

See response to comment 5-11. Also refer to the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social
and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

See response to comment 5-12.
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: ReplyTo . S Gl T C ‘ e '
'AttnOf ECO-088 PR SESSIRI A January' 29, 2002 - Ref: 99-090-AFS
James M. Keniston E '
District Ranger
Burns Ranger District
Malbeur National Forest
HG74 Box 12870 '

Hines, OR 97738

Dear Mr Kemston

We have reviewed the Supplemental Draft Envnonmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) for
the proposed Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Pro;ect pursuant to the Environmental
Review Process, under section 309 of the Clean Air Act and section 102(2)(c) of the National
Environmental Policy Act as amended Section 309, independent of NEPA, directs EPA to
- review and comment in Wntmg on the environmental nnpacts assocrated with all major federal ~

actrons " ' : RO :

. The Silvies Canyon watershed is located W1th1n Malheur N atlonal Forest (MNF) of the
Burns and Bear Valley District. The Draft EIS (DEIS), developed last year by the MNF for this -
Restoration Project, proposed an action plan to: mplement ecosystem restoration on more than '
80% of the watershed area lying wrthm the Burns and Bear Valley Dlsmct In this previous

'NEPA document, the Forest Servrce ‘proposed to implement a variety of management activities,
including silvicultural prescnptlons prescribed burning, wildlife enhancement pl’O]eCtS road
: decormmssmnmg, ‘and new road construchon and reconstrucuon o . :

S Based on comments recerved m response to the Draft EIS the Forest Supemsor chose to

- develop this Supplemental Draft EIS to provide. additional information on environmental impacts :
and the effects of the, alternatives raised in the. Draft EIS. Primarily, the Supplemental Draft EIS. - .
was developed to disclose additional information on the potentral impacts to the social and
economic environments within the prOJect area ;

EPA has reviewed the Supplemental Draft EIS. The Forest Serv1ce has accomphshed
measurable improvements in the socio-economic sector of the SDEIS. We find this document
~ insufficient, however, towards adequate disclosure of tribal consultation and coordination and
- therefore, we have assigned the Draft Supplement EIS a ratmg of EC-2 (Enwronmental Concerns
- Insufficient Informatron) , . , £ R

There are 1mportant cultural socral and economic issues related to the proposed Silvies
Canyon Watershed Restoration Project within the Ma]heur Natronal Forest (MNF). The Burns
Paiute Tribe; a federally. recognized Tribe, has. hrstoncal ceremonial and cultural activities
associated with the project area (SDEIS page 2-3), as well as the greater Silvies River system. .
Also, the local comrrmmty has a long—standmg mterests in thepro_]ect area (SDBIS pages 2~4- and; S
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~ Enclosure -

- EPA encourages actrve cocatlons ancl mtbrmatlon exchange on aregular basis i

: matters of concérn with the Burns Paiute Tribe. Such active government-to-government

activities would greatly facilitate development, demgn, and implementation of a FEIS forthe
Silvies Watershed iject ‘The MNF 1s it a special situation to  help the local community and the
Tribe, both economically and culturally “The MNF, through the Silvies Watershed Project, can
des1gn and implement a long—term ecological restoratlon pro gram that is culturally and
ecologlcally sensitive. - AR, : -

In addmon EPA wrshes to extend its offer to help in this ecolog1cal restoration plan if the -

- Tribe agrees. - Linda Storm, a wetland ecologist at EPA (Region 10) with a background i

ethnoecology, and Tom Connor, an enwronmental specialist, would be eager to assist with these
issues in the future from both the ecologrcal restoration and traditional resource rights '
perspect1ves

Enclosed please ﬁnd our detaﬂed comments wl:uch elaborate further on these issues. The
rating and a summary of our comments on the SDEIS will be pubhshed m the Federal Register.
A summary of the rating system we used in our evaluation of this SDEIS i is enclosed for your
reference. We are interested in working with MNF in the resolution of these issues. I encourage
you to contact Tom Connor at (206) 553-4423 of my staff at your earliest convenience to discuss
our comments and how they might best be addressed.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this SDEIS on the Silvies Canyon Watershed
Restoration Project in the En:ugrant Creek and Blue Mountain Ranger Districts of the Malheur
National Forest

cc  Scot Sufficool - Director, Tribal Office, EPA Region 10
. Clarence Ortman - EPA Tribal Coordinator, Oregon ,
Dave Evans - Facilities and Envzronmental Director, Burns Paiute Trﬂ:se
.- Daniel Gonzalez Program Manager Bums Paiute F1sh and Wildlife Department
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r EPA COMMENTS oN THE SILVIES CANYGN WA’I’ERSHED RESTORATION PROJ'ECT
‘ SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFTENV]RONMENTALMACT STA (SDEIS)

IMPORTANT AND RELEVANT BACKGROUND INFOKMATION (portlons of whlch, we believe should
be considered for mclusmn m the FEIS) i ;

The Silvies Watershed project area is 31tuated w1thm the boundanes of the former Malheur

- Reservation (Burns Paiute Tribe, 2001). The Burns Paiute T nbe (Tribe) has inhabited the _
surrounding central southeastern region of Oregon for thousands of ‘years. The Tribe is the = o~
pnmary Tribal user of the project area whose members continue to actively utilize the Silvies |
region for hunting, fishing, plant gathering; and rehglous purposes (Burns Paiute Tribe, 2001).
Currently, tribal members hunt for deer, elk, and groundhogs or yellow bellied marmots
(Marmota flaviventris) and fish for redband trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss gairdnery).
Historically, tribal members were able to fish and supplement their diet with salmon (Daniel
Gonzalez, Pro gram Manager, Burns Paiute Fish and Wildlife Department personal :

- communication). - In addition, tribal members gather culturally i 1mportant plants, such as biscuit

- root (Lomatium spp), bitterroot (Lewisia redzvza) and wild onions (Allium spp). Other culturally

important plants include chokecherries (Prunus emarginata), willow (Salix spp), dogwood

(Cornus spp), and camas (Camassia quamash). Fmally, the Tribe continues to conduct

ceremomal activities within the prOJect area.

’ REGAB_Q]NG TRIBAL CONSULTATION AND COORD]NATION

The Supplemental Draft EIS d1d not thoroughly or adequately addrcss the scope and extent of
the potential impacts that propo sed alternatives might have on the Burns Paiute Tribe (Tribe).
The FEIS should include ethnographic reséarch and discuss any inter-governmental coordination
on proposed activities within and-adjacent to the proposed project area related to nghts or
hlstoncal ut:lhzatlon by the affected Tribe. Below, we highlight spemﬁc concerns ; _
‘ (m .
(1) The FEIS must d1sclose how the MNF consulted and coordmated with the Trﬂ)e in b ’
development of the EIS as reunred by the EXCCI.IthC Order 13175. ’

EPA is concerned about the lack of consultation Wlth the Tnbe and members. During our
review of the SDEIS, we were informed by the tribal Fish and Wﬂdhfe Manager, Mr.
Gonzales, that no one had contacted him to dlscuss tﬁbal concerns related to ﬁshmg and
hunting in the project area. » »

Paraphrasmg EPA Reg1on lO's Tribal Consultatlon Process, “Consultauo ’ means the

process of seeking, discussing, and considering the views of federally recognized tribal
- governments at the earliest time i the decision-making process Consultation generally

means more than snnply prowdmg mformatlen about what the agency is pla;nmng to do
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| : and allowmg comment. Rather consultatlon means two-way coanon that works
toward aconsensus reﬂectmg the concerns of the aﬁ'ected federally reco, gn1zed tribe(s).

(2) The FEIS mnst dlsclose whether the Tribe consniers lands wnhm the pI'OJeCt area to be
“sacred sites” and: prowde a presmptlve accommodatlen plan to resolve concems yet not
pubhcally d1sclose actual site: locanons 3 Eas o

Accordmg to Executlve Order 13007 federal land managers are to “accommodate access .

to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites.” The SDEIS has not disclosed 1f the MNF
has consulted thh the Bums Parute Tnbe on thxs 1ssue

~(3) The FEIS must’ dlSClOSC how decommlssmnmg and closmg roads mn the prOJect area may
affect tribal rights to access “historical properties.” The definition of “historic properties” is found -
within 36 CFR 80016(k) which “mcludes propemes of tradmonal rehg1ous and cultural

' nnportance of an Indian tnbe mo :

- ’The SDEIS has not adequately or. thoroughly addressed the scope or extent of potential
adverse affects that decommlsswmng roads and associated access might have on tribal
nghts to “historic properties,” mcludmg access to tradrtlonal hunting, gathermg, and
fishing sites.. , :

account the effects of their undertakmgs on historic properties (36 CFR 800.1). In _
addmon the 1992 amendments specifically gave more rights to Indian Tribes, and added

- more requirements for federal agenc1es to consult before takmg actions that affect tribal -
historic properues : : :

(4 The MNF should work w1th the Tribe in a government-to-govemment relatlonshlp whereby
the Tribe can work with MNF as.co- managers of the natural resources (Also please note related
- comment #’7 below) , L t :

o MNF should work wlth the Tnbe on areas of mutual concern, such as access issues t1ed to
road decommlssmug and closure; management of off-road vehicle use; riparian and fish

habitat issues tied to water quality-concerns due to 303(d) hstmgs of water resources in the

prOJect area, and air. quahty issues t1ed to prescnbed burmng

Regardmmg prescribed burning, ,ina phone d1scussron thh the Tnbe’s Fac:htles and

Environmental Director (Dave Evans), we were informed that the Tribe is pursuing long- :

. range plans to initiate and establish haze and parncnlate monitoring stations.  Currently,
the airshed around thé City of Burns and the Tribe’s reservation lands are in attainment
and contain some of the best air qualtty w1th1n the s state The Tnbe is highly interested i m .
retammg current air quahty m the region. - A :

D - 1 3‘.‘27 |

The National Hlstonc Preservation Act, 16 USC 470, reqmres federal agenc1es to take into

e

7
b>
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S Alsd,;designaﬁorrl;bf the Myrtle-Silvies RoadlessAreaaswﬂdemesscouIdpose aproblem

~to'the Tribe. Such designation could be problemtic for people for whom this place has

 been part of their homeland territory for thousands of years. As expressed mMs.
Jerofke’s letter to-the Burns Ranger District of November 6, 2001, the Forest Service -
should again engage in consultation with the Tribe before reaching a decision of ,

Precedents have already been eStab]iShed'forf jusfsuch’ an approach within the Forest
‘Service. For example, the Gifford-Pinchot National Forest has been working out and

implementing co-management of Indian Heaven Wilderness Area and other traditional use

~ areas. The Siletz and Grand Ronde have also been workmg with the Forest Service to find
ways to mtegrate and support tribal access to harvesting traditional and non-traditional
Non-Tmmber Forest Products. - el ‘

(5) A separate cultural discussion should be. included; in the FEIS, in éddition to the socio- .
economics section, pertinent to the project area. A separate and expanded cultural discussion

section to address Tribal issues and concerns would facilitate pertin_ent cultural awareness for the

reviewer and decision-maker.

We recommend that large portions of Linda J erofke’s letter to the Burns Ranger District -l

of February 21, 2001, be included in the FEIS.

‘We recommend that all general tribal mformation should be pooled together into one.
heading. For example, “Tribal uses” (SDEIS, page 2-3) should not be included under

-“Recreational Uses” section, but in a separate Tribal section. Tribal use rights should
include hunting, gathering, fishing, and ceremonial activities where it can be more
thoroughly addressed. Furthermore, the practices of traditional resource harvest fall
within the categories of ‘recreation’, economic, and spiritual. All of these are tied to
cultural identity and legal rights. The supplemental EIS needs improvement n
acknowledging the significance of these tribal resource rights for the Burns Paiute Tribe

s0 as to more fully disclose tribal trust responsibilities.

6) Regarding the Economic Diversity section, there is. an omission of the importance of
subsistence activities both for the Tribe. As presented, there is insufficient treatment of potential -

impacts to restricted access within the project area as posed by some of the alternatives.

~N

The SDEIS does present strong evidence of subsistence activities by local residences and
-~ communities (many local families use big game and fish to supplement their food supply;
furthermore, firewood is a primary heating source for residences due to its availability and
lower energy cost, SDEIS, p. 2-4). But the SDEIS did not directly reference the -
mmportance of subsistence activities for the Tribe. Subsistence activities has always been
a integral element for the Tribe, both from a cultural and practical perspective. The SDEIS
- should enlarge its discussion of this Tribal element. Lt o

bl
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. with local resident CONCer

7) Under the discussion What are the Nature of Relationships Among the Community, the Forest
~and Larger Ecosystem? (SDEIS, page 2-14), -the concerns of "American Indians” are lumped -
i ident concerns. As noted in Linda Jerofke's letters from the Burns Paiute Tribe, -
‘specific portions of southeastern Oregon are in the traditional territory of the Burns Paiute Tribe -
and not “American Indians” generally. This séction does Dot adequately address the government-
government responsibility of the Forest Service to recognize the rights of the Burns Paiute Tribe -
and their Jong term relationship with this landscape. Even if members of the Burns Paiute Tribe 9
only visit areas within the Malheur Forest several times a year (as noted bottom of p. 2-14) this -
- use is not the same kind of relationship as local residents who are not of Native American
~ descent. The temporal connection with the landscape is much longer for those of Native
American descent. The multi-generational connection, stories, place names and long-term, and
repeat returns to hunting, gathering and fishing places is a very different kind of relationship. As -
‘noted in Linda Jerofke's letter, these relationships are part of heritage, culture, spiritual meaning -
. and resource rights for Burns Paiute Tribal mémbers. e el o

Again, we suggest the Malheur Forest consider taking a more active approach to inviting and

involving the Burns Paiute Tribe in co-management approdches to implementing its Watershed

Restoration Plan. Such an approach could support attaining goals and objectives of the Watershed

Restoration plan in ways that engage the tribes traditional ecological knowledge and resource

- management practices. We believe such approach would léad to finding a common ground to

- -contmue to accommodate and foster the Tribe’s resource harvest rights and the essential long-
term goals of ecological restoration. - ; Ty :

\
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A SUMMARY OF RATING DEF]NITIONS .
~AND FOLLOW—UP ACTION*

LO--Lack of Objecuons : e 5 B

The EPA review has not 1dcnt1ﬁed any potentlal envuonmental 1mpacts requmng substantlve changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed: opportunities for application of mmganon measures that could be
accomphshed W1th no more than minor changes to the: proposal ' i :

EC--Environmental Concerns : ' ‘
The EPA review has identified envxronmental unpacts that should be avo1ded i order to fully protect the

- environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of

mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental Jmpact EPA Would hkc to work with the lead

~ agency to reduce these i xmpacts

EO—-Envuonmental Objections
The EPA review has identified significant environmental lmpacts that must be. avoided in order to provide

. adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the
 preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (mcludmg the no actlon alternatlve

or a new alternative).. EPA mtends to work- W1th the lead agency to rcducc these i unpacts

EU--Enwronnr.ntally Unsansfactory ' :
The EPA review has identified adverse envuommntal impacts that are of sufficient magmtude that thcy are.

" upsatisfactory from the standpomt of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to

work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory i impacts are not
corrected at the ﬁnal EIS stage this proposal will be recomnnndcd for rcfcrral to the CEQ.

Adggacx of the mact Statemcnt -

Category 1--Adcquate o
EPA believes the draft EIS adequatcly sets forth the enmronmental Jmpact(s) of the prcfexred alternative

- -and those of the alternatives rcasonably available to the ‘project or action. No ﬁlrrher analysis or data -
~ collection is nccessary but the raweWer may suggest the addltmn of clanfymg language or mformatlon.

Category 2--Insufficient Informatlon :

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess: enw.ronmental impacts that
should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new
reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS,
which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The 1dent1ﬁcd addmonal mformatlon, data,
analyses, or discussion should be mcluded in the ﬁnal EIS. =~

Catcgory 3--Inadequate '

EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adcquately assesscs potenhally mgmﬁcant environmental impacts of -
the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, rcasonably available alternatives that are outside of the -
spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the
potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data,
analyses, or discussions are of such a magmtude that they should have full public review at a draft stage.
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309
review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or -
revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potentlal s1gmﬁcant 1mpacts mvolved this proposal could bea
canchdate for. referral to the CEQ. :

*From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Revmw of Fedcral Actxons Impactmg the
Envuonmcnt. 2 : \

| D’-H’ﬁ S
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Appendix D

This section of the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS
Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003) and the Silvies Canyon Project Cultural Resource
Report.

Consultation did occur and was documented in the DEIS page 1-19. This section in the FEIS has been
updated. During the DEIS development consultation was done with Ms. Linda Reed-Jerofke. With recent
personnel losses at the Tribal Offices, we have asked the Tribal Council to confirm the process they wish to
use for consultation.

This type of information is generally not shared outside the Burns Paiute tribe.

The SDEIS attempted to disclose effects of reduced road systems on needs of Tribal members. This discussion
will be expanded in the FEIS chapter 4. Refer also to the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS
Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

Most of the issues mentioned had been previously identified in consultation with Tribe on this project. Further
study of the area as wilderness has never been part of this project. The subject came up only as a result of
contacts with environmental interests during scoping for this project.

This section in the FEIS will be updated. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS
Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

The SDEIS attempted to describe the high importance of subsistence activities by both Paiute and non-Paiute
members of the local communities. This distinction will be better made in the FEIS, see also response to
comment 6-6. The effects to the Burns Paiute Tribe are fully disclosed in the FEIS chapter 4 see also the Silvies
Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

In the DEIS, the term “Native American” was used so as not to exclude the probable use and claims of use of
the project area by other American Indians. This has been updated in the FEIS. Refer to the FEIS chapters 3
and 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and
Effects (June 1, 2003).

Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project Appendix D D-117
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' to both ‘public and: prlvabe ‘sector income and cmoloymenb resulolng
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_1atlon glven to the fux l range of relevant facnors in measurlng
snresent net value beneflt/cost rat1os, and otber short ana
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'comnrlses a: 7arwe portlon of nvrtlon of the Grant and’ ﬁarney
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tlmner nroducts tOgether w1th cil ‘other” raw mater1'1 exports
“rebento an unreal;bt*caliv lnf!ated v1°v of the, 1mnortance of
e mhe DEIS ‘shows “that only 10% of

'oa\manufacturlnv (DEIS
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bhe aocumenu. In reneral w;f}f
count*es .are small enough‘ ra
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agencwes; actlons are not Just basl'
timber management oractlces. Concerne 31nd1v1duals ;na groups

thelrfpercentlons on past

such as Blue Moun ains Blodlver51ty eroject‘maxe a oolnt to get
involved in the DTannlng process. for orogects such as the 'SCWRP,
Most of the tlme, oublwc lnvolvement 15 a resuTt of nav1ng direct
connectlon‘and 1nterest in-a. nartlcular area. 't 1s not tyolcally
“a result of anormaulon found on the Internet ey ﬁas_lnalcgtedvln
the SDbIo (o. 2-20) The 1nvulvement orocess 1ncludes reading the
v nlannlnv documenus, pommentlng at allterent ohases o?'the:
“'prOWGCt and valking the project .units that w1Ll be aIIectea
’Lhe units of. the SCWRP we have seen 80 far are neav1lj marxea to
cut, In fact, m“ny units we have seen are mar} sed as v1rtaol '
'cleurcuts, not thek”tnlnnlnv" described in the aocumenus. In
units with 2 multi- storﬂed canopy, tie understorv and most of ,7'5"
the medstory would e eliminated. if the currenuly vroposed
orogect was. 1mnlemented, there would be numerous negative eILects
to. area 50118,'w1¢d11fe hydrologv, and waterwavs.» Our other
concerns about the SCWRP are aetalled in our ‘earlier written
cemmenus on the DEI§ 1ncorporated here by reference.‘

The SuEIo refers to QlDS in the local economy in recent veers
from 'less. evelLaole wood fiver due to env1ronmental restr1Culons”
(SDEIS v.2-12, par. 4) ﬁhl?e lncreased mar&et c,mpetltlon is o W’Q'

mentioned 1n,na851ng as another factor it 10 unclenr what

nercentage of the economic decllne 1s attrlou*ea t: each trend.

Also, other factors such as the Wlae— ale evercutulng of
lNorth est forests, 1ncreased automet;o fand mecnanlsatlon

Knorts of mlnlmally nrocessed xood 1mport1ng of exotlc woods,

the shifting OF wood nroauct;on over eas, and 1ncreased financial

costs assoc1ated w1th ae:orestatlon:are not glven as reasons for
the decline of tne 70cal ndfn tional t1mber51ndustry. Neglectlng
Leasans for eh‘s»dec11ne demonstrates

to descrlbe the full ranve“ok
a blased ana comeromlsed anproaeh te economlc analys1s.,

D11
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‘VW111 enhance these conditlon ;; ?' nately, 1t is llkely
to be detrimental to forest_ecgsyelq,,; This section also

“]delves into a Ial dlchOtomv of the cenfllct between ‘those
advocetlnv“' ”hands ofI” apnroach to. mzanag ement znd LhOse
:1nterested in bromotlng the "de51red condltlons of the forest”
It is. true that concervatlon*sts advocabe for forect condlulonD
descrlbed in Par 8 on - 2 15 (SDLIS), but an you Clar“Ij ‘who

is favocetlng for a totally ”hanas-orf” anproach aS aeecrlbed
Cin SDEIS‘? | o

While many coneervatlonlsts ‘support currently rn:‘euose‘q levls1a;ionuv
to end cummer01al loeglng on oubllc Ianu,s, thls is 1n no way :
eJnonomous wwth having no management whausoever of oubllc langs,

Thls levlslatlon would redlrect some of the milllons of dollars
lost yearly by the federa al- trmbersale orogram ‘into ﬂuch neeeed
worker retralnlng and restoration proaects.\ Thls would occur at

a much lower cost to U‘S taX‘ayers and stlll allow nersonal
agquisition of flrewcod posts and poles, and non timber ;orest
"nroaucts._ Truly beneflclal thlnnlng could occur Ain areas

where fire he‘ oeen suppressed and vt is needed for forest

vhealtn or reduc1ﬁg fuel 1o@a1ng, It is unralr to nresent a

'false dlchotomy betmeen an unsnec1f1ed group wantlng a “hands— _
of f" approach with.no management and the de31res of local | '_' e

communltles and federal managers.» Such a slmellstlc cherecter—

atwon NOF&S to eolarl e those 1nterested 1n fhat naepens on
public lands. Resources Would he ‘better spent nlannrng nroaects
~that achelve the conmon geals of everyene 1nvulvea.""

uluh the case of the SCWRP we Ie‘l tnat there are some. manage—
, eceloglcal and economlc

ment actlons that could have p031r1,
'eTPects.. iowever we have many conce'ns about the currently


James Kelly



f"liloadlng in much of - T
\uch=of tfe<forest we have seen so far

,However~the percelved.need.to*r uc

the area is unfounded

i‘ls composednof mostly green,('l
with very llttl,‘ nderbrush lany units W
thlnned or have undergone prescrlbed burnlng., Thevrlsk of~af

hlgh 1nten51ty flre is low 1n these areas., On the contrary, ' ' ¢1
the heavy logglne oroposed by the SCWRP could 1ncrease the '
risk of fire in the area. “On’ the grcund exoerlence has shown,
and sc1entlsts concur that flre can eurn ﬁltﬂ 5reat 1ntens1tj
‘hrough logzed and. clearcat arean.t The logélng creates areas
with increased w1nd speea drwee mlcroc;lmate cond_tlons, '
Cand ¢ oncenur ted fuels such as slash olles.; We are not advocat-
. ing for an ”undlsturbed uniform landscape” (SDEIS P. 2-16, var.
5). We agree that it is natural for the forests of astern :‘
Cregon to have a ”varylng range of forest structure," (DDWIS
p. 2-16, .par, 3) However, we feel that?masslve scale of -
dlsturbance planned by the SCWRP w1ll result in a less diverse
landscape. Thls project is not comparable to hlstorlc disturb- ’}f
ance act1v1t1es, 1nclud1ng the fires set by Native Americans. B B
"”he ‘scale is much larger, the effects more 1ntense, and the |
negative impacts are far greater, espe01ally ‘when the cumulatlve
effects of nrev1ous Forest Service nanagement are assessed ~For
'vexamnle, tze forest canony is alreadj fragmented Irom oast ‘
logging, much large structure has already been removed and
- soils are heav1ly compacted from logglng .and llvestock gra21ng,

“hile we agree that the forest contrlbutes to the quallty of
- life, Je question why the economlc val e 0f intact forest = . 9
, ecosystems ‘was' not calculated ‘into the net nresent value for
~the SCWRP. It is not. true that ecosystem”"

,-rv1ces are not
"”neasureable at tne progect level 1n terms that orov*ae meanlng-'
flul comnarlsons of commensurate‘ds '“r values” (DLIS 2. 4-59, pa
" var, 1). Factorsvconsplcuouslj ab‘ent from the‘-.s analjs1s of

economic beneflts such as. those assoc1ated w1th

1) Recreatlonal onportunltwes
2) Commerc1al and recreatlonal

boundrles of‘the:ﬂay;eu 7 BT

D IZI
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'L'The regulatlon ef. water 110W1nv'through rlvers and

o streams includlng flood contr ol - ‘

,:‘;6) Non-tlmber forest prooucts such as Wlld mushrooms,
Ik 'herbs, and med1c1nal plants e '

- 7) 41t1gatlon of global cllmate change throuvh absorn—f

‘tion and storage of vast amuunts of carbon

8)\nnhanc1ng the ouallty of llfe of nelvhborlng communltles,
9) Harborlng blologlcal resources that elther have value

now or have as jet unknown but notentlally larwe
(economlc and soc1al value '
JO) narborlng blologlcal and genetlc resources tnat can

1mnrove the long term oroductlvvty of all forest land

l”-anT) Pestvcontrol/serv1ces nrovmdeﬁ oy,snecles that ‘prey
. on agrlculturaland forest pest:

. and;b'f_n;
y species that

polllnate 1mnqrtant furest and_ﬁ

fThese are 1mportant economlc beneflts generated bv natlonal

forests throughout the u. S., 1ncludlng t eﬁMalheur National

_norest The Forest Serv1ce has extenslve llterature to ouantlfy

the magnltude of these economlc beneflts at the natlonal

Forest, and project level, dhlle lumber and wood products are

'readlly available ‘from the 80% of. re,ested land 1n the ‘U, S,
\ outSLde of. matlona1 Forests, clean Nater, recreatlon, w17dllfe
. and other Dubllc uses are not S ' i ‘

The section of the SDLIo descrlblng recent soc1al~and economic
yrtrends relevant to mauagemant of ecosystems does not relay
1u10rmatlon about recent DOlltlcal events whlch could affecz

- county oafmento.' Alrecent congress1onal orooosal would reduce
the amount of funalng that countles w1th larae oercentages of

/]/{‘)

_riéulturaflcrops."

v feaeral land ownershlo would recelve from the federal government

14\’
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f”the tlnoer market 1s :
?d. at shed restoratlon schools,f

‘o§por:un1tles
pecyle in the ﬂ nGUSIT
i aetalllng o*portunltles for non-extractlve forest related
emnloyment or oooortunltles ior non~forest work In rev1ew1nw
~the SDEIS and DEIS it 1s not shown that the proposed prOJect
Cwill generate a: p051tlve 1ncome The U S rorest Serv1ce

never substantlatea that recoverlng the economic value of the
vurees and prov1a1ng tlmber to the economy Was necessary.fo
'Nonably, the nrlce of tlmber has aronped dramatlcally, espec1ally
for . eastenae forest proaucts. It does not nake sense to 7,,‘ qAb
fport ay »hls orodect as’ belng necessary to orovzoe tlmber to an
'already vlutted market, This is demonstratea by the statement )
.”contlnued research is ‘needed e Aeuo_;iae conomlc uses of the f e
tyoe of wood available," (SDEIS p.2-19, par.L) ¥ loreover, Table .
L2 1n the DEIS shows that all commercial 1og;g;lng alternatlves
for the oCWRP have a hlvh rlsk of rece1v1ng no bids in today s B
market The presumptlon that thls nroaect wlll beneflt the ‘

‘ls unfounded

locnl econom

Ve Ieel that 51gn111cant and ootentlally 51gn1frcant soc1al and14
economlc consequences are not fully alsclosea for eny of the
alternatlves in the DDLIS Flrst there is nadecuate qnalYSlS ;q’M
of effects to recreatlon._ Why is there an aSSHMDt‘On that thefﬂ
more roads’ that remaln Open the b‘ %er an area 1s at meetlng
U5the m0uorlzed recreatlon need°: Isn't it o0331b1e to meet thls

need, but Jlbh,less oven. roaas° 17‘or those who hunt ana fish,

v

~less open roads may change access E‘,_
at bnese nursults because of - 1ncreaseo w1ldl11e and flsherles

'esult 1n mreater euccess:

numbers.q rr'he benef1c1al eflects 0. f—motorlzed recreatlon

e?t’

may e’ offset oy tne negatlve

from the actlons ulanned
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: trees
-tne economlc benexwts of standlng'are vlven no present net

'blds on contracts to do restoratlon work, Instead ~we are to
‘-accept that 1t s1mply will not happen, Flnarly, we have concerns
'that effects from all alternatlves (be51des alternatlve 1) ‘

. are belng eveluated as though 1t 1s euaranteed there w1ll be

11ndlcated 1n the SDEIS or DWIS ‘that there w1ll be any comnanles

the money spent on nreparlng the sale will be recouned

have any benefit , or have more benefrt to dlsadvantaged :
~groups than Alternatlve T, We also take issue with the assertlon

arant end Parney Countﬁes ove;‘}he«nezt ten years (SDEIS D. 5-5

"Vnar 6) Are these "onportunltles” eased on mltlvatlon'

measures w1th unguaranteed fund1ng°

: ”here is 1nadeouate analy51s comnarlng the more restoratlon—.

focused alternatlves to »he alternaulves w1th commerc1al log 1ng

'fimhls 1s partlallj because many asnects of cruly restorlne the
'.wauershed have been left out sucn as 1nc1ud1nv more road

0011teratlon ‘as: 0poosed to superflclal gated closures.u Qecondf
value, Thlrd external COSts of logglne are not calculated
Fourcn, no euolenatlon is orov1a°d about why it is such a

glven that restoratlon nrogects will not be fundea any tlme in d :
the near future No . mention is made of the o0551b111ty of ‘cetklncr

companies offerlng'the minimum bld There 1s no ev1dence

offerlng the mlnlmum bld ; There is no ev1dence 1nd1cat1ng that

Desnlte Forest Serv1ce clalms, 1t is not substanula*ed in the,a
SDEID that the currently nronosed vewetat 78 actlons would

that malntavnwng the current leveln‘”’onen roads (in Alt 1)
would nrov1ae the most benef’t:toaelde 1ly or- mObllluj 1mna1red
’ cess'lnto the area. - While

1mnortant for. these ~roups,

neoole and che Burns-Palute fo

roaded access to the watershedj
it 1s not conflrmed in. tne SD_
are currentlv u51ng all,31a,m1

’iTﬂJS',“

e

A

/l,!% R
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‘~Certa1nly uhe nronosed vegeba

‘—jMosti_oad xthat’are~typlcally sugvested for* losure~by the Forest

ileldllfe, £1 atie 1es,ee e se. theiChance of 1ntroduc1nv

"noxiOus,weeds;

'Slnce onnortunltles for flrewood gatherlnv,already e 1st in the

nroaect area and are often offered under categorlcal exclus1on it 410
is COHIUDlng why the ?o ACulOn Alterfatlve,Alternatlve is

“deemed to have a nevatlve 1mnact on thevelder1y, low-lncome
neople, and trlbal‘members who relJ_on flrewood The SCVRP
is not necessary to nrov1de thls already avallable resource.

_ TheSDEIS makes the concTu31on that»t‘e No Actlon Alternaulve‘ |
0 QlS&dVantaged groups by

“would have the most negatlve eLfects,

;yrov1a1n£ onlj 10 notentlal JOOS, butls unclear how 11ke1v it 1s

that peOpleﬂfrpm»these_gf@uPSUWill.b' the”éne"?nlrfdffor the 2
"'estlmated 280 JOOS Lhat could be ‘available if the nreLerred I
D the | heur_neve ta SPOWlng
1s 1lsted as e p051t1ve 1mnactf n d dv nfaged gro uns, vt is
not quantl 1ed hew manJ Jobs thls llkelyfnrov1de for the
'_Burns-Palute and low-lncone er elde{ly_peov
Tn descrlblnv the nevatlve 1mnacrs of the Wo—Actlon Qlternatlve,
‘the DDEIS 1ncludes ‘the absence of nronosea act1v1ules to. ”make A |
:/lf g .

Iorest 7'esources sustalnable over the 1ong~term.” (bDLIS D 5= 5,,
par. L) ¥hat actlv1tles are. belngfrefeNrea to‘oy uﬂls st etement9

‘ ve‘aCtlons of.: the SCWRP are not
urrently marked neav11y enough to VV
‘onomlc neneflts of 1ntace‘10re8ts‘ 7,Z5
no\eons der tlon in the SDEIS,

‘cusfalnable.? Hany units are
nass as clearcuts.e The soc1o—

to dﬂsadVanbaged vreuns aretgrve 3
The Burns—Palute could be negatlvely affecti
of tradltlonal nuntlng ena flshlng“ 55 a “4ather’ng“areas for
' i cts - " ’creatlenali'

by uhevdegradatlon
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“~thevarea. Post and,

as euch the ?o-Actlon?ﬁlternatlvechuld“not negate un ‘resouree,

As far as pub'
loglc that the :
10glc funcLlon or water qual*ty'

'1mnrove hydro=

nro,osed vegetat/
L:long-term.
.Ne feel that

marj 01 uhe nureosed aC”

‘_of the bCWRP;, Statlng that,the No Actlon Alternatlve nresents
gteater rﬂsks tokhuman nealth because of hlgh flr' potentlal ”

is an ‘assumption based .on onlnlon, _not eviaence.l 
'amount oz wood smoke affec~s*a1r n0¢l tlon However ;orests

also affect the aegLee of a e@lluflo by actlng as lthers

topurify che elr.f ‘The occu‘ence of stand replacement wildSire
is not a ern in this area, and as

‘e staued earleer, treatments
may 7ncrease ‘the r+sx 01 hﬂgh 1nte_;

lmQECts t ”the Burns-Ealute,e

'T?iﬂ
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in. terms of ”pote a1” Jobs 1t 1s'ne ;shown that loggers and
‘Other workefs 11! be hlred locally. The summary of effects to
~ other’ counties (SDEIS—Elgure 12, D3~ 13) shows that over one
fourth of the n0cent1cl 1ncome Lrom tne erOJeot would go/
fcutslde of cranc and Esrney countles.f Ia eVsluatlng thls
urOJeCt, the Foresb Serv1ce ‘has fallea to 1nc0r rate 1n10rmatlon
about externallzea costs nassed on to communltles, bus1nesses.‘
and 1nd.v1auals when natlenal forests are lovéea._ These

nclude the alrect 1nd1reCt”5

,and cumulatﬂve economlc costs

: essoc13tea w1ch A 4 . :
' 1)Lost recreatlonal onportunlcles ana decreased tourwsm,

2) Degradea commerc1al and recreatlonal flsherles

fsﬂand downstream ,
'151ncreased pollutlon ef wac

.,

_WI"  water fi‘tratlon"f' R ey
:@)lIncreased floodln“ '"aidlsrupclon of the normal \
' flows in rivers andAStreams'“”‘tq T R ';'4/5

"”c5)fLoss of non-timber forest products such as w1ld
mushroons herbs, and medlclnal , .

f“'6)'Exacerbatlon of wlobal.warmlng uhrough release of
"‘;greenhouse gas®s o

R

,nlancs,

f:77) Blmwnlshed ouallty of llfe of nelghborlnv communltles
© 8) Loss of biological resources ‘that- either have value -
_eﬁnow or have as yet,ufknown but,ootentlally large

‘economlc and - sOClai value 7 |

vﬂ9),Deg“adea haOltat for 1mportfit game snecles and: loss
wa.of auntwng onnortunltles botn w1ch1n and outside of

<the Jalheur Jatlonal rorest

"10) Loss of blologlcal end venetlc, esources and spe01es,s

that can_lmproVe theklon épr@duct1thy and
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aesthetlc qualltles of all forest land-‘*';f;,,, :fﬁfg -

12) Dlmlnlsxed polllnatlon serv1 s prOV1ded by spec1es that

oolllnate 1mnortant for”st and agrlcultural crODS' .
;13) Lost jobs and 1ncome assoc1ated with tne production

of a_ternatwfe and recycled proauCts ‘that is dlsplaced

by subs1d1zedifa_neur Jatlonal *orest timber sales;

14)‘Lost JObS and income assocvated WWth the Dfoauctlon

| of ti voer on nrlvate lands that 1s di sulaced by
'5Aalheur Natlonal 1T‘c)rest tlmoer sales _

-15)~Death 1n3ury,‘and nronertj damage assoc1atec w1th

o ‘logvﬂne on’ the Walheurzﬁatlonal forest and

16)ulncreased rlsk of 'severe. w1ldf1res causeé by adverse

kchan es 1n mlcrcllmate, hleher w*nd soeeds, and sla sh

generated by twmber sales

The ‘Forest Serv1ce has extens1ve llterature and sources of data
that it can rely upon to- quantlzy the magnltude of these externallz‘d
costs at the natlonal forest ‘and nrogect leve , ﬂowever, .this .
1nformaclon was not utlllzed 1n the economlc analys1s for the
SC&RP Failure to 1ncornorate externallzed costs and’ otherwlse
adequately analyve all re evant factors relating to costs and

’ beneflts of the SCWRP is ln v1olatlon of numerous statutes, k

regulatlons, and . government dlrectlves.

We are concerned that the SDEIS and EIS nevlect to disclose all-
project costs beyond net nrOJect vaTue.‘ While the rorest
Service does disclose the o268 000 1nvesteu in nlannlng, uollc
scoving, and env1ronmental analvs1s at . the time the DEIS came : %ﬂ/

out 1t is not clear that all costs of. nrenarﬂng the»orogect are
belng maae oubllc. These'costs may 1ncnude admﬂnlstratlve~!
overhead, publication costs, survey ccsts, road malntalnence and
constructlon,\future monltorlng, future restoratlon to anpalr

damages caused by the nrogect and other lone term exnendltures

- such as eforestatﬂon and mltlgatron measures. Potentlal Tltlgatlon
f<*;), costs are also left out uI the analy51s. We also have concerns

k " that tne preterrea alternatlve 1s the One:that vlll result in: the /ng
: Vhlle Jjob ooportunltles S
‘ay‘renresent.a confllct

g most money s01ng towards federal salarles

are 1moortant, we are concerned that thls

P I
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Appendix D

This has been updated in the FEIS chapters 3 and 4. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project
FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon
Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

The effects to soils, wildlife, hydrology, fisheries, and water quality are fully described in the FEIS chapter 4.

Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon
Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon
Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon
Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

Thank you for your comment, the FEIS chapter 3 describes the existing fuel conditions and chapter 4 describes
the effects of our proposed actions.

Thank you for your comment. The existing vegetation condition has been described in the FEIS chapter 3.
Existing soil conditions are also described in the FEIS chapter 3, briefly, soil quality standards have been met in
about 99% of the units according to the sampling.

Refer to response to comment 5-9.
Refer to response to comment 5-9.

Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon
Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon
Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

The purpose and need statement in the FEIS chapter 1 has been updated. The statement in the SDEIS pg 2-19
par. 4 refers to the small round wood (less than 10 inches dbh) that is abundant in the forest. Refer to the
SDEIS pg 2-18 par. 1. This section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed
Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

These sections in the FEIS have been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project
FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). Generally, people who prefer roaded access
would be better served by the Alternative that has the most open roads. Effects to roaded access are fully
described in the FEIS chapter 4.

The effects to the Myrtle-Silvies Roadless Area are fully described in the FEIS chapter 4.

Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. See also the Silvies Canyon
Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

The effects of each alternative are described in the FEIS chapter 4. Forest Service budgets, especially in Region
6 continue to be reduced every year. With a reduction in budgets, fewer projects get funded each year. See also
response to comments 5-9 and 5-10. Refer also to the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS
Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003). You are correct, there is no guarantee the money
spent on preparing the sale will be recouped. The purpose and need for action in the FEIS chapter 1 has been
revised and describes the need for action.
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Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. Refer also to response to comment
7-21. See also the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and
Effects (June 1, 2003).

Yes, it is possible to close many roads while still ensuring good access. However, when roaded access is very
important to certain groups like the elderly, mobility impaired and the Burns Paiute Tribe, and these groups do
not specific exactly which roads they use, then the alternative that provides the most open roads would benefit
these groups the most. See also the FEIS chapter 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS
Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

Thank you for your comment, this section in the FEIS has been updated. In the FEIS, Alternatives 2, 4,5, 7
and 7a would make firewood available that Alternatives 1, 3 and 6 would not. See also the Silvies Canyon
Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

The strength of the economy not only affects the average worker and businesses in the community, it also
affects low income and minorities (Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic
Conditions and Effects, June 1, 2003). See also the FEIS chapter 4.

Commercial harvesting, precommercial thinning, prescribed burning, post and pole sales, juniper reduction,
noxious weed treatments, aspen restoration, cottonwood restoration and spring restoration are all activities that
would aid in making forest resources sustainable over the long term. See also the FEIS chapters 3 and 4.
Thank you for your comment, see also the response to comment 5-9.

The effects to the Burns Paiute Tribe are described in the FEIS chapter 4. See also the Silvies Canyon
Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

The effects to the Burns Paiute Tribe are described in the FEIS chapter 4. See also the Silvies Canyon
Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

The SDEIS pg. 3-7 par. 7 states, “Alternatives that improve watersheds and bring vegetation back into
sustainable conditions potentially increase hydrologic function and subsurface water movement, and thus
would benefit aquifers and streams in the long term.” See also the FEIS chapter 4.

Current vegetation conditions within the project area are not sustainable. A stand replacement fire is probable.
See also response to comments 5-9 and 5-10. Refer to the FEIS chapters 3 and 4 for more information on
vegetation condition. Effects to air quality in the FEIS chapter 4 have been updated.

Thank you for your comment, in the absence of site-specific information we cannot properly respond to this
comment. Refer to the FEIS chapter 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed Restoration Project FEIS Social and
Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

Any of the local mills could submit a bid for commercial harvesting contracts.

There is no guarantee that local loggers and other workers would be hired.

See the response to comment 5-9 and 5-10.

See the response to comment 5-9. Also refer to the FEIS chapter 4 and the Silvies Canyon Watershed
Restoration Project FEIS Social and Economic Conditions and Effects (June 1, 2003).

Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative
record for this project.

Thank you for your comment, it has been incorporated into the EIS and is now part of the administrative
record for this project.
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8-1. No response necessary.
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9-1. No response necessary.
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